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DEFENCE 


DISSERTATIONS 


ns | CONCERNING THE 
 EryMoLocy and ScriPTURE-MEANING 
= of the Hebrew Words Elohim and Berith, 
I PA: MM 

L M42 

AY 

9 HAT my Deſign was in 
5 making the Objections that I 


did in the Second Diſſertation, 
the Appendix, and Hidanda to Mr C—'s, 
Mr Bates, and Mr Rs interpretation 
of this word, every one muſt fee who 
reads what I wrote. Our Tranſla- 
tion by Covenant. had * as 

r not 


though he ſometimes gave the word it- 


conſtruction, with a juſtification of the 


head; — to withdraw himſelf wholly 


121 
not giving the idea conveyed by Be- 
rith, which idea was ſaid to be proved 
beyond all contradiction to be Purification. 
In conſequence. of which notion, Mr H. 
who denied it was at any time, a Cove- 
nant, had always rendered it by Purifier 
or Purification, when he tranſlated it; 


ſelf, unttanſlated; in which way of 
tranſlating it, or of writing it untranſlated, 
he was conſtantly followed by thoſe who 
took their forms and interpretations from 
him. And at length it was declared to 
all the world, that they had tbe permiſive 
Law of all the Biſhops of our Church, to 
make Berith He or that which purifies, fo 
the purifier or purification. Pref. to Mr H.'s 
Works. © 

Tuus things ſtood, when I ventured 
to offer to the Public, with all deference 
and ſubmiſſion, my own opinion of this 


common verſion by Covenant. 


Ox of my opponents, Mr Holloway, 
has thought fit to be quite ſilent on this 


from this part of the debate: Though the 
Title of his Pamphlet gave encouragement 
| to 


[31 


to hope I might have had his Sentiments 


on the Diſſertation upon Berith, as well as 


on the former upon Elobim. 

Tur Author of the Chriſtian Plan like- 
wiſe hath only occaſionally touched upon 
this word, and interſperſed a Remark here 
and there, in favour of Mr H.'s conſtruc- 


tion of it, and, I think too, not much 1 = 


prejudice of mine, | 

For he fays, p. 8. that '* Berith may 
e ſignify a treaty or covenant, or an ordi- 
* nance, ftatute, or commandment,” only 
he adds, as they are the terms and 
« means of Purification? 


Mr Aboab, though he writes profeſſed 


th againſt my exceptions, hath not found 


matter enough for a dozen pages; and 
owns ingenuouſly in one place, that * Be- 
<« rith- is undoubtedly applied to that 
ce tranſaction which the Engliſh names 4 
e Covenant, and as it hath no word for 
te ſuch an action, expreſſive of the Hebrew 
e word for it” he does not © ſee any im- 


om propriety in ſo tranſlating it in ſome 


e places.” P. 53. 


Mr Bate ſays, 1 n that it 
< doth fignify Tote but not the Words 
« of @ Covenant,” And tells us, that 

B 2 © Purification 


141 
Furification was Covenant with the An- 
„ cients.” p. 158. 
Ax p Mr Moody is of opinion that 


« Berith may be rendered occaſionally, 


« covenant, league, confederacy, or bond, as 
© Cranmer often tranſlates it in his Bible, 


e where Covenant now ſtands.” p. 103. 

And he quotes, and allows of the LXX 
verſion of yan 82D, by rng pryalns Burns 
e. p. 49. 

Tuvs far then, I conceive, they do all 
allow the interpretation I contended for, 
viz. that Berith, in ſome places may be 
rendered Covenant : One of them further 

allowing, that it may fignify Covenant, 
and another, that it doth figmfy. Covenant; 
which was one point I endeavoured to ob- 
tain an acknowledgment of, becauſe Mr 
H. had peremptorily ſaid (in Trin. of the 
Gent.) Still Berith is not a Covenant.“ 

IT is true they permit the uſe of the 
word Covenant only on ſuppoſition that we 
retain with it the idea of Purification, 
provided alſo, that when Berith is joined 
with Carath, we acknowledge either an 
actual Sacrifice, (in which Berith means 
the Victim, i. e. the means of Purification) 
or at leaſt a reference to ſuch @ Sacrifice 

| | (as 


”— I _ ——4 1004 — 
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(5] 
(as a purifying inſtitution). For to this 


purpoſe, if I miſtake not, they do all at 
ſome time or other, expreſs themſelves; 
whereby they endeavour to ſave appear- 
ances, and to ſecure Mr Hs conſtruction, 
as far as they are able, from being hurt 
by the conceſſions they are obliged to 
make of Berith ſignifying Covenant 1 in ſome 

(ſages. 

Tur uv alledge indeed Mr Hs rea- 
Pat taken from the Etymology of the 
word,—that the primary or radical idea or 
image is never to be dropped, but is to 
be retained in all. the derivatives from the 
ſame root, &c, But yet they differ among 
themſelves, laber fen g this fundamental 
3 viz. the firſt-or leading Idea. 

Mx Bate propoſes n for the root, and 
not M2. p. 151. “ becauſe one 7 (he fays) - 
e is as many as we Want, and as many as 
< uſage gives it. He had given ſeveral 


reaſons in his Defence of M H.'s Plan. p. 


89. Why n could not be the root: 
2 theſe ber dend, from aſs 151. to 
| —_ Wo N W * W 
Ma Aboab. e * ma, * 
Ma, a, are not different roots, but 
61 only different deflexions of one root; 
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4 : o 


i7 
25 
19 


3 - 

” -_» 
- 
r. 


[6] 

« and he is inclined to think that x n alſo 
* is a branch from 12.” p. 49. 

Tut Author of ' the Chriſtian | Plan. 
From BaR or BaRaR, noun or verb, 
the word BaRA ſignifying creavit, or- 
* d/navit, and BaRE to chuſe, elegit, 
% may and probably do come, as their 
* ſenſes of accommodation lead us to _ 


C * 


* 


9 poſe.“ p. 8 


* I TAKE N (ſays Mr Mordy) to be 


the primary root, and M12 N MA to 
e be derivatives.” p. 105. 


Ap then as to the idea belonging to 
the root, Mr Bate ſays, that 12 is a 
40 general word, and includes all the clean- 
« ſers in Nature, and what is expreſſed 


by all the other words put together. 


« It is clean by whatever manner made ſo, 
„ by fire, by falt, by oil, by water, or 

e by any other means.“ p. t 20 8 
Mx Aboub tells us, fe The Purifcation 
70 expreſſed by V is: performed. by ſecre- 
<< tion, ſeparation, or ſelecting one thing 


e from ariother!' Hence 812, fat, which 


* is a purification of matter, ſecreted 
te through particular tubes, and forms 


„% what the e e ork _ hee: g's ad. 


a pale, Boe! P. * 


4 Tazy 


(7] | 
« THEY who fetch n from 1 
c (fays Mr Bate, p. 125.) and would give 
te it any other fignification than to purify, 
pure, or clean, either did not ſee the 
« jdea in the word, or did not attend to it. 
&« Secretion (ſays Mr Moody) is the ſtrict 
te radical idea of M. p. 108. Light | 
ce yields the full Image. It is itſelf ſecreted 
by the ſolar fire, and becomes the yung 
« ſecreter in Nature.“ ibid. 
AGAIN, in p. 144. . binn 
te implies the ſecretion of the. ſpirit or 
« groſs air, by the action of the fire at 
te the orb of the ſun, whereby it is atte: 
© nuated or made brzght, as the word 
« M12 ſounds, and thereby performs in 
the natural, what the antitype, the true 
é light, does in the ſpiritual economy.” 
Tux leading ſenſe of m2 (fays Mr 
* Bate, p. 148.) is to purify.—The lead. 
ing idea of M (ſays Mr Moody p. 106.) 
<« 18 Secretion.” - 
_ « Purification (ſays Mr Bate, p. 128.) 
* will make ſenſe and truth in all the 
“places where the word occurs.” But 
Mr Moody ſays, p. 108. that although, 
to avoid confuſion he ſhall uſe the 
« words Purifier and Purification, where 
B 4 Ss 


[8] 

te the context does not oblige him to change 
ce them for Secreter and Secretion—yct Se- 
« cretion is the firif? radical idea.” 

InDEED by what authority either of 
them do at any time render N by Puri- 
fier or Purification, making it @ perſon or 
a thing juſt as they ſee proper, hath not as 
yet been ſnewn. Much leſs hath it ap- 
peared under what obligations Mr Moody 
lies to rende? it at any time by Secreter or 
Secretion. 


He tells us by? way of Hate inſtruc- 


RF that © it ſignifies as a perſon, he who 


ce ſecretes,” and is in that ſenſe ©* moſt 
<« eminently applied to Chriſt, the grand 
* FSecreter, whoſe type, the hight, is the 


« great Secreter in the macrocoſm and mi- 


<.- crocoſm, who is MINI. Un bright as 
the fire of the ſun, and who will purge 


„ Mg, as this ſecreted matter, our droſs, 


ee and take away our tin. p. 106. 

IT will not be improper to enter upon 
the examination of their ſeveral conſtruc- 
tions of Berith, (ſeeing the word, in every 
uſe of it, is ultimately referred by them to 
Obrist as the em phatical Purifie ifer) with this 

revious enquiry, V2. How A living Agent 
aſculine, comes to be expreſſed by a 
q FS. | Noun 


% 
1119 


[9] 


Noun 2 had before objected 
this againſt the application of Berith to 


him in the Senſe of Purifier. To which 
it is anſwered by Mr Moody, firſt, that I 
have © brought no proof of it's being fe- 
minine. p. 142.—1 thought it needleſs, 
becauſe there is full proof that it is ſome- 
times feminine, from it's being joined 
with feminine adjectives and pronouns, 
and becauſe there is no proof of it's being 
ever uſed in the maſculine gender. 
Mx Moody mentions in the next place 
(ibid, ) Max 4 plural of 2&8 Father, which 
1s maſculine with a feminine termination, 
and which is among the common exam- 
ples' of Anomalia Numeri *, But doth this 
prove that Berith may be maſculine too? 
Should he not rather have ſhewn where 
E (or any other word of the ſame ter- 
mination ſingular, and proved in ſeveral 
inſtances to be feminine) is maſculine, or 


fignihes a living Agent, and not an Action ? 


@ « Quedam notnina ukraine pluralem dine ter- 


„ minationis fæmininæ, ut Max IR, Pater. Quædam e 


* contrario fæminina habent terminationem maſculinam 
« 23/28 15K Duer us. Relandi Introd. p. 20. 
BNTHNER alſo mentions among theſe Anomalies of 


the latter kind ZINN from MRN, Dr Grey gives ſeveral 


inſtances of each, in his Exam. p. 20 and 21. | # 
ES 


1 [ 2% 
| | For till this is ſhewn, what 1 heve lid of 3 
the impropriety of interpreting it of Chriſt, MZ 
It fſtands good, $ 
| Bu F he obſerves thirdly, (ibid.) that F 
4 « Chriſt is in the New Teſtament called 4 
i} c Avazacis, Zen, Anbei, O, Anau neo. 
*« All nouns of the feminine gender.” 
Bur theſe inſtances, and the like, as 
1 ae, 1 Supe, 1 eig, ara, Ke. do 1 
not come up to the point in queſtion: $ 
which is not whether Chriſt could be cal- 
led a Purification + by a- noun feminine, 
as 1 xabapris, (for he might have been as 
properly ſo called, as he could have been 
called d hp , Or ro xabapua) but the 
queſtion is, whether he could be called @ 
Purifier, a living Agent, or Perſon, He who 
purifies, by a word which expreſſes a fe- 
e coo Ng e fred 
ee . 


Wo Mz yon alſo either miſtakes, or chuſes to oak my 
exception againſt rendering Berith by He who purifies, when 
he ſays, N. 115. © Chriſt —is Berith, the Purification, as he 
is called our Righteouſneſs in the abſtract, the away, the 
& truth, and the I/, all nouns of the feminine gender.” 

Y  _— again, in p. 123. The ſame words ſhall expreſs, 
« 28 is ſo common in Scripture, both the thing in the ab- 
« frat, and he or it, through whom we receive it, Our 
« Righteouſneſ;, our Peace, our Life, « our E alvation, and 
3 " here our Purification,” 


CouLD 


([ 22 ] 

CovLD any inſtances have been pro- 
duced, where a female participle, or fe- 
male noun, expreſſing an Agent, was uſed 
of our Saviour, theſe inſtances would have 
been parallel to the uſe of Berith in the 
ſenſe of He who purifies ; but thoſe which 
Mr Moody hath produced are not ſo. ' Nei- 
ther do they invalidate my remark, that 
He who purifies cannot be the meaning of 
a noun, or 1s not expreſſed by a noun of 
the feminine termination and gender, even 


though that word were allowed to ſignify 


Purification. ' 

IT will be faid, perhaps, chat I here 
allow Berith may be applied to Chriſt in 
the ſenſe of Purification, as Avaya, Zon, 
&c. are applied to him. But firſt let it be 
ſhewn that Berith is as expreſlly applied 
to him in the Old Teſtament, as thoſe 


words are applied to him in the New. And 


when this is ſhewn, Berith, under ſuch ap- 


plication, would be as conſiſtently interpre- 


ted of covenant, as it would be of purifica- 
tion. The text in Jaiab, inſiſted upon by the 


Author of Some Thoughts on Religion, viz. 


Xlii. 6. I will give thee for a Berith of 
< the people, and for a light of the Gen- 


les,” nay de properly inqerproteds 


80 for 


_ mn * 7 ˙¹ 1 + — — 
8 72 — ——— 
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« for @ Covenant with the people,” as it 


wound be < for a Purification of the peo- 

te ple,” as was ſhewn, Diſſertations, p. 122. 
but cannot be in ſtrictneſs tranſlated as Mr 
H. and his followers have infiſted that it 


muſt, a purifier of the people, even ſup- 


poſing it might fignify purification, any 


more than e can be ſtrictly tranſlated 


for an enlightner of the Gentiles, inſtead of 
for a light of the Gentiles. ? 


Bur to return.—I thought the diſpute 
between Mr C. and me had been, whe- 
ther Berith, in every uſe of it, Wage 2g 
the idea of Purification or not? 

Bur Mr Moody ſays, that Berith, 
e wherever or however uſed, conveys or re- 
e tains the idea of Secretion. And this (ſays 
- he) 7s the point in debate; and this is what 
<T hope the Reader will, ' though the Doftor 
te does not, keep in view.” p. 149. 

Ir is ſomething ſtrange I ſhould over- 
look it, as it gave me ſo good an opportu- 
nity of obviating Mr C's Doctrine, by re- 
plying, that the idea of Purification was 
never otherwiſe conveyed in Berith, than as 
Purification was-one of the- many effects of 
Secretion. That Secretion is the idea Con- 
veyed,; by the word, wherever or however 

uſed 


{ 13 ] 
uſed ; and that Mr C. ought to have kept 
this in his view; and though he might 
ſometimes to avoid confufion uſe the word 
Purification, yet the context would often oblige 
bim to change it for Secretion. This, I ſay, 
had been a ſhort method of ſetting aſide 
Mr C.'s poſition, laid down by him as uni- 


verſally true, had 1 viewed the point in 


this light. 


Av yet Mr Moody gives me che credit 
of ſuggeſting this Ruling Idea to him. — 
© The Doctor has himſelf helped us to the 


ec pri mary Image, when he ſays that N 


<« in the ſenſe of ellgere, occurs in Scripture 


« much oftener than in any other ſenſe 
<« hatever— And the queſtion will be, 
„ whether the ſenſe of eligere, ſecernere, 
<« &c. be not prior in order to that of pu- 
; © rificare, mundare, as well as more fre- 

e quent in uſe. For things are purified by 
. « ſleting and ſeparating them from mix- 

« tures, by taking forth the precious from 
the vile, as Ferennas expreſſes 1 It, P. 105, 
106. 

Urox which Mr Moody adds. The 
ce primary and leading Idea then of Wi is 
« Secretion, ſo electi on, election, &c. 


var 


1 


3 
[ 


[4] 
Vr Mr Bate ſtrongly oppoſes this ve- 
ry ſuggeſtion of mine, which Mr Moody 
acknowledges to have helped him to the 


primary Image. 


+ «© To chbuſe (fays Mr Bate) will not be 


* found the leading ſenſe of M, * to 
r purify.” p. 148. 


AND again, „ if it be the root of 


ee Berith, muſt mean purification, and not 


ce chuſing, &c. provided the derivative have 
« the ſame idea in it it's root hath ; which 


« if it has not, it might as well be derived 


e from any other.” Pp. 126. 
Bu x ſays Mr Moody, after he had read 
Mr Bate, and had well conſidered the 
thing, © Berith may and muſt agreeably to 
<« the-nature of an ideal language, be uſed 
« for every thing that has the idea of Se- 
te cretion, &c. how unlike ſoever it may be 
© in other reſpects. 80 a Treaty or Cove- 
< nant, whether it be religious or civil, be- 
e ſides being ratified by cutting off Berith, 
«is a ſecreting inſtrument, which ſecretes, 


ce ſo limits to certain conditions, Ic. ex- 


<« cluſive of others, Cc. p. 124. 
He RE Mr Bate's ſole Idea of Purificktion 
conveyed in Covenant is totally excluded. 


Becauſe if Covenant be called Berith, as it 
| is 


[ 15 ] 
is a ſecreting inſtrument that limits to cer- 
tain conditions, it is called ſo without any 
regard to Purification, which denotes a Se- 
cretion of quite another kind. Therefore 
when Mr Bate tells us that Purification 


c was Covenant with the Ancients,” this 


may be a mere fiction of his own. For as 
to his ſuppoſition that Berith, Purification, 
ſignified alſo Covenant, becauſe Covenants 
were uſually made with Sacrifice, a puri- 
fying Rite, Mr Moody thinks it not neceſ- 


ſary this ſhould be ſuppoſed in order to ac- 


count for the meaning of the word, ſince 


Covenant, as he tells us, befides it's being ra- 
tified by cutting off Berith, is a ſecreting in- 
ftrument that limits to certain conditions. 

I HALL therefore leave him and Mr 


Beate to adjuſt the primary Idea of Ber:th 
between themſelves, while I paſs on to ex- 
amine their ſeveral conſtructions of the 
texts which I had cited upon this ſubject, 
THe firſt is, Hof. vi. 7. quoted by Mr 
C. in proof of God's Covenant with Adam. 
A text that had been cited by Mr H. to 


the ſame purpoſe, in his chapter on Be- 


rith, Vol. iv. p. 379. 
 Isxewep from Mr 2 8 1 it 


of Wr that he allowed a Berith here 
without 
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without the idea of Purification annexed, 
and preſſed him with the conſequences of 
this conſtruction which he had taken from 
Mr H. | | 
Bur Mr Bate, not attending to the ſcope 
of my reply which was ad hominem, blames 
me highly for taking advantage of his mi- 


\ ſtake, inſtead of ſetting him right when he 


was betraying his own cauſe. He reminds 
me of candour and ingenuity in the begin- 
ning of the ſentence, and intimates in the 
concluſion of it, that I ſet up my own cre- 
dit above the word of God. p. 101. 

HE inſiſts upon Berith in this text ſig- 


nifying Purification, and Mm ſignifying 


Men, viz. the Nations around, or the Gen- 
tiles. p. 100. 

Mx Aboab agrees with Mr Bate that 
neither Covenant nor Adam is a right tran- 
ation. But he will have Berith to mean 
the Purifier, and BTR vulgar, prophane, 
mere human creatures. p. 45. 

BuT Mr Moody ſhews, that under the 
idea of Secretion you' may interpret the text 
either of Adam and Covenant, or of Men 
and Purification. p. 109, 110. 7 

IHAVE no n to enter into theſe 


dif] pens; ny may diſcuſs the points in dif- 


erence 
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== 
ference among themſelves. Though how 
they will ſettle them is not eaſy to foreſee. 
Whereas, if they will ſuffer the verſion in 
our Bible to ſtand, — viz. like Men the 2 
« have tranſgreſſed the Covenant,” the p 
ſage admits of no difficulty at all, notwith- 


ſtanding the two ways in which Ng 


may be conſtrued ; as is well obſerved by 
the learned Pocock, in his account of this 
text. Vol. II. Twells's Edit. p. 274. 

Bur I cannot avoid taking notice, that 


Mr Aboab has upon this occaſion expound- 


ed the verſe immediately foregoing, viz. 
For I defired mercy and not facri- 
« fice, and the knowledge of God more 
than burnt-offerings,” — in ſuch a man- 
ner as to condemn our Saviour's argument 
from it, in Matt. ix. 12. By giving the 
ſenſe thus. I do not require the out- 
* ward compliment of Sacrifice, but the 
Antitype the MERCYFULL ONE, 
« who is to purge away fins, this is what 
*I defire you to be ſenſible of in the of- 
<« fering of Sacrifice, as the eſſential point 
« of it, and the Knowledge of the Elobim 
from the Burnt-offerings.” p. 45, 205 
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BUT go ye and learn what this meaneth, 


EA to St Xa8 o Sui, for 1 am not come to 


call the righteous, but ſinners to repentance. 

« AcTs of mercy and charity (for ſo 
« Dr Hammond paraphraſes it), eſpecially 
« ſuch as are ſpiritual, are preferable to the 
* ceremonies even of the Worſhip of God, 
« and much more ſo to ſuch ritual laws as 
e thoſe of not accompanying with an hea- 
* then, or an unclean perſon.” 

THe next text is Deut. xxix. 12. © That 


A 


© thou ſhouldſt enter into covenant with 


* the Lord thy God, and into his Oath 
« which the Lord thy God maketh with 


e thee this day.” 


"Tris paſſage had bow quoted by Mr C. 
to prove that Alab was applicable to Jebo- 
vah: For as he obſerves, © the text ſays, 


«© His Oath, i. e. Jebovab's, and He made 


it this day.“ 
Caſe, p. 17. 
I ciTED this as 1 a Fir appear- 
ance of an acknowledgement from Mr C. 
that I may be, ſometimes rendered pro- 


Ar C—'s State of- the 


perly to make, and . conſequently did not, 


in conjunction with Berith, aways Ani 


fo cut of a purifier, 


1 
A * 


Bur 
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1 8 4 Bu T Mr Bate ſays, « {tis moſt likely 
Mr C. had not the Hebrew word then 
e before him, or in his thoughts.“ p. 101. 
4 Sure however it is that Mr Bate had not 
before him, or in his thoughts, my words 


1 in p. 29. of the Diſertations, when he days, 
b that the Doctor would, againſt all p- 
1 « bility, aſcribe the Alab mentioned in the 

text, to the people and not to Jehovah.” 
For I expreſsly ſay, „ This iis His ch, 
though I expound it in the fame ſenſe that 


I do the N of Babylons Adjuration, in 
Exel. xvii. which is alſo called God's Nox, 
it appearing, as I obſerved, from the whole 
cContext, that God is not here ſwearing in 
1 his own perſon; but impoing an oath upon 
Bur Mr Bate to make this matter 


3 clear, and ſhew that neither Mr C. nor I 
IE underſtoqd the uſage of N in this text, 
tells us it ſhould be tranſlated as follows. 

Tu ar ye ſhould enter into the puri- 
Faeation of Jebouab your Aleim, and into 
=_ < hs Execration (denounced to bind in 
Covenant) en as, (or according to 
te what) the Lord your God hath cut off 
* with you to-day.” p. 104. 2 


C2 FoR 


20 
; For * take WN (as he ſays ibid.) as a 
« an adverb or conjunction, not a pro- 
* noun, and the difficulty is got over at 
te once.” For Carath by this means, is 
neither applied directly to Berith, or to 
Alah. D 

Bu T what ſay the other Gentlemen. 

Mr ABOAB. « It muſt be ex- 
ce plained thus To make thee paſs 22 
through or between the Purifier of Je- 
« hovah thy Elobim, i. e. through the 

, * parts of the Victim that was cut off as a 
« type to the great Purifier, and through = 
« his 1798, which Jehovah thy Elohim cut 
off with thee this Day. The Victim is 
c here called 72 and nog.” P. 45. 

Bu T Mr Moody takes a third way : And 
tells us, © Carat may retain its ſenſe of 
cutting off, and be applicable to Berzth, 
though not to Ale.“ p. 113. Yet he 
ſays this only to ſhew that I may be in the 
wrong, in ſuppoſing Carath applicable to 
both the Nouns +: For in his own opi- 

nion, 


| + «© Where (ſays. he) is the neceſſity of making the 
« verb Carat applicable to both the Nouns.? The Doctor's 
„great reading cannot but afford him inftances enough in 'Þ 
both ſacred and prophane Authors, of verbs placed be- 

5-2 „ tween Ke 
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nion, as he tells us in a note, © n in 
« this place is equally applicable to xe 
« and to 12: for the ſacrifice may be 
ce called the . inter poſing mean, as well as 
« the ſecreting or purifying mean, and then 
h will be applicable to each.“ p. 114. 
Tuus n in this text is interpreted 
by one, Purification ; by another, the Pu- 
rifier, meaning the Victim. By @ third, 
a Sacrifice, under the Idea of a ſecreting 
mean. | 
AND TR is interpreted by one, Execra- 
tion; by another, the Victim; by the third, 
a Sacrifice, under the notion of an inter- 
Pofing mean. e | 
Wur I review my own expoſition of 
this place in Diſſertations, p. 28, and 29. 
where Berith is underſtood of the Cove- 
nant, and Alah of the Adjuration to bind 
the people to it, I think it may ſtand not- 
C 3ͤö; wen- 


* tween two Nouns, which yet are applicable only to one 
„ of them.” bid. 


Bu T in this text the verb follows both the nouns, and 
ſhould have reference to the latter as well as to the for- 
mer. He gives two inſtances, wiz. Luke i. 64. and 
2 Sam. xvi. 10, both of them wide of the purpaſe, be- 
cauſe in both of them one of the 'nouns comes after the 
verb; ſo that the verb, in both the inſtances, being applied 


to the firſt noun only, the verb for the following noun is to 
be underſtood. 


[ 22 ] 1 1 
withſtanding theſe various conſtructions vp 
that are oppoſed to it, 


Tux next paſſages quoted alſo by Mr C. 


| and examined by me, p. 87, are Jer. ii. 22. 
| and Mal. iii. 2. from whence the Radical 
| Idea of Berith is faid to be taken. ; 
| TRE root, ſays Mr C. is 12, or Ya, 70 | 
| cleanſe or purify. And Mr Moody tells us 
j that, what He (Mr H.) and they (his 1 
| ce followers) maintain is, that from theſe. | 
| | ce two texts the Idea of Beritb is to be fair- 
0 ly collected, which is that of purification, 
| * or as I (ſays he) with ſubmiſſion call it, 8 
l' « Secretion,” p. 149. f 


Mr H. and Mr C. allow Beritb in Ma- * 
lachi to be Fullers Soap, The Idea here is Hi 
1 Soap, ſays Mr H. | 3 7 
I Bu T Mr Bate will not allow this. For 1 

he ſays, © It is uncertain what Berith is 
« Mal. iii. 2, according to the Commenta- 8 

ce tors and verſions, for ſome make it ſoap, 7 
1 te and others ſome deterſive herb. Soap * 
ce js not an herb, and what herb is it, if iet 
ce be an herb?” p. 129. 

AGAIN. — The LXX have miſled 
* us, as far as they poſſibly. could, by 
a tranſlating Berith roi, and (others) ſoap ; 3 y 
* yet they could not conceal the Idea of 

be the 7 "* 


1 [ 23 ] 

= <« the word.—If it is that which cleanſes 

= < thoſe that are waſhed, or if it be the 

e means of cleanſing made uſe of by thoſe 

ZZ <« who do waſh or cleanſe, then you have 
c the meaning of the word.” p. 128. 

AND then you have alſo nas and ſoap 
which Mr Bate hath fully deſcribed. And 
then you have alſo the undoubted meaning 
of ya, as this word in theſe two texts 
hath been always read and pronounced, 
till Mr H. took upon him to authorize the 
reading Berith as the word for Covenant is 
pointed. But here I muſt remember my 
& promiſe, not to enter into the diſpute about 
the punctuation. 

Mf Moody © begs leave to offer his con- 
ce ſtruction of the text,” p. 147. Where, 
after a longer Account than 18 neceſſary to 
be tranſcribed he fays- 

There is reaſon to conclude that the 
e words in Mal. iii. 2. do not relate to the 
* Fullers Berith (as the Doctor is pleaſed to 
< exprels it) but to the manner of clean- 
e ſing recited, Lev. xiv, for the cure of the 
ce leproſy : And Chriſt is compared to the 
* Berith, purifier, or purification of thoſe 
* who were ſo far cleanſed as to be waſhed 

8 4 * pre- 
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* preparatory to their purification by the 
<« blood of the appointed Sacrifice.” 
I oBSERVE that Mr Moody drops here 
his primary Idea of every Berith, which 


he, with ſubmiſſion, calls ſecretion; nor 


do I ſee how it is convey'd in the clean- 


ſing of lepers by waſhing, though it has 


an apparent connexion with their tempo- 


rary ſeparation from the cangregation dur- 
ing their uncleanneſs. Therefore he 
chooſes rather to uſe Mr Bate's terms on 
this occaſion, as he uſes his Argument, 
For what we tender Fullers ſaap, Mr Bate 
ſays is, © the purification of thoſe that waſh 
© or are waſhed. All the reſt (vi. that it 
ce is that particular Waſher 4 Fuller is ſup- 
* poſed to be, and that fort of Purification 
* we call Soap) is the mere opinion of the 
* Tranſlator, who has no right to impoſe 


c his own Opinion on another, p. 111,— 
* Soap therefore is not the meaning of 


* the word, (z6:4,) Let the Doctor 
then keep his Fuller's Covenant to him- 
« ſelf, and leave us either the purification, 
Or zn/titution of thoſe that are to be 
e cleanſed.” p. 130. | 


4 


Bur what becomes of Mr Hs ſenti- 


ments, and his primary Idea of Soap all 
this 


E: 25 

1 this while? He took great care-not to be 
impoſed upon by the tranſlators, and was 
not apt to follow their Opinion; yet he 
ſpeaks as without ſuſpicion, both of Fullers 
and of their Soap, from the ſingle Autho- 
rity of this text, as rendered in our Bibles. 
Trin. Gent. p. 362. 

* Hex concluded, (ſays Mr Mosch) from 
ec this text and Jer. ii. 22. where the ra- 
« dical Idea was given that Berith muſt 
« come from a root that ſignifies to 8 E- 
« RE T E, ſo purify ; or purification by 
« ſecretion ; and accordingly fixed upon the 
< root 12,” p. I00. 

Hz fixed indeed upon the root M, 
yet he concluded from theſe texts, that the 
firſt and literal meaning of Berith was 
Soap; which when applied to an Agent 
would fignify a purifier. Neither hath 
he, ſo far as I remember, in any part of 
his works, ſpoke of a e or a fe- 
creter from . And by Mr Moody's own 
account in p. 107, Mr H. had not inveſti- 
gated the Idea ſo far. For, ſays he, 
* When I make SECRETION the 
e primary and ruling Idea of un, I do 
not, as I apprehend, differ from Mr * 
but only aſſign the efficient cauſe, of 

« which 
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ec which purification is the Efe: for the 


0 ſignification of the root a. That moſt 
60 ingenious and able writer is very conciſe 
ein his chapter upon Berith, only throws 
« out a few hints for others to improve; 
ce juſt tells us what he thinks is the root, 
ce but ſtays not to inveſtigate the Idea, fo 
ce uſes the general word purifier, purifica- 
ce tion, &c. without determining what was 
ce particularly implied in the root.” p. 107. 

Bor if this was the caſe, and if Mr 
Moody hath now compleated what was left 
ſhort and unfiniſhed by ſo able, and inge- 
nious a Writer, What Apology can be 
made for Mr Bate, who after ſo long time 
as he has had for inveſtigating the true Idea, 
and who is very far from being conciſe in his 
treatiſe upon Berith, and had room enough 
to improve upon the hints thrown out by Mr 
H. hath yet got no further than the Idea 
of cleanſing, and uſes only the general words, 


purifier and purification ; remaining yet fo 


immerſed in the Eyects, as not to be able 
to emerge to the yg 4207 of the Efficient 


Cauſe? But abides ſo firmly by a ſecondary 
and ſubordinate Idea, as even to give it us 
for the primary and radical 4 
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6.4.4 Ver there is one improvement upon 
Mr H's hints, in which Mr Bate may 
10 claim an equal merit with Mr Moody, and 
that is, diſcovering *< a reaſon to conclude 
<« that the words in Mal. iii. 2. do not re- 
late to the Fullers Soap,” (as Mr H. was 
pleaſed, with our tranſlators to expreſs it) 
e but to the manner of cleanfing recited in 


ev. xiv. for the cure of the Leproſy.” 
3 (See Mr Moody, p. 147. Mr Bate, p. 112.) 
363% Tur y both go upon the ſame ſuppoſi- 
tion, vis. that Bp22D which is rendered 
=  Fullers, ſignifies perſons that are waſhed, or 
ro be waſhed. f | 


= « IT is the plural (fays Mr Moody) of 
= ce the participle pabul, from the verb p25 
t waſh, as p is from the verb p, 
« ſo grammatically conſtrued is perſons 
« waſhed, or to be waſhed.” p. 147. 

Bur neither E023D nor PYTpAD are 
7 plurals of the participle pabul, which from 
= its form diyd can be no other * than 
= the participle paſſive of the firſt conjuga- 
_— 1" tion 
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I wonder a little therefore at Mr Bate's ſaying, upon 
my uſing the words participle pabul. ] ſuppoſe (ſays 
*« he) He means paſſive.” p. 27. Can he, who has wrote 
a grammar, make a douht of it? See Dr Grey's Grammar, 
P- 14, 33, Ce. en 
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tion of the old paradigm 5yy * from 
whence all the other conjugations receive 
their names +. Mr Moody would do well 
to attend to the meaning of thoſe terms of 


the Grammarians which he condeſcends to 
uſe. 


Bu T EÞb252 from dag to waſh, may 


be the participle either of Pibel or Py- 


hal, that is to ſay, may be active or paſ- 


foe +, and therefore it ſhould not be aſ- 
ſerted abſolutely that it is the latter, for it 
may as well ſignify, in the active ſenſe 
waſhers or fullers (as it is rendered in 


the Verſions), as in the paſſive ſenſe, per- 


ſons waſhed or to be waſhed. 

AN D if E252» may in this text be 
rendered waſhers or fullers, what forbids 
Berith or Borith (read it as you will) be- 


ing 

®* Conjugationes ſeptem: Qaz omnes excepti prima 
(viz. Kal) appellantur a forma antiqui paradigmatis 5yD, 
quod ab Arabum 5yD habent, qui tamen ea difficultate 
non premuntur quam hzc vox apud Hebrzos habet ob me- 
diam indagerhabilem. Rel4ndi Introd. p. 38. 

+ Viz. 5y21, & yon, 2 Conj. & 5yD 2 Conj. & 
yorn. 


1 In ſome of the printed paradigms, as Bythngr's for in 
ſtance, TI/TPDN in Pibel, being active, is ranged collate- 


rally with the participle Benani in Kal, and ©2/TÞPPD the 


paſſive in Pyhal is ranged collaterally with the participle 
Pabul in Kal: but is not therefore the participle pabu), 


though it be a participle paſſive. 
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4 ing tranſlated Soap, notwithſtanding Mr 
Or Bate's Opinion (which he has no more right 
. than our Tranſlators to impoſe upon others) 
MB; that Soap here makes but © very indifferent 
e ſenſe.” p. 128. At leaſt J apprehend he 
1 %, aa too much upon his own Opinion, 
X | that he has given the only true conſtruc- 
tion of theſe words, when he ſays, p. 128. 
That * no doubt the Eye of Providence 
« guarded the word (Berith) in this, and 
e one place more, that it ſhould not be 


* < poflible for the ignorance or deſign of 

% « Men to confound it, but that the ſenſe 
of the Noun might lead us to its true 
*F « Radix, as the words with it do to the 
e ſpecies of purification intended. The 
1 « purification EDAID of thoſe, who were 
3 e cleanſed from their pollutions, was not 


Soap, but blood, oil, ſalt, water, typi- 
« cally applied, in token that Chriſt ſhould 
<< apply them really.” 
. AND this will in good meaſure account 
for Mr Bate's great uneaſineſs at what I ſaid 
in the Addenda upon this text, in order to 
obviate the inference or concluſion drawn 

from it by Mr R. in his Interpretation of 
proper Names annexed to his Edition of 
M. de Calgſio's Concordance. One of theſe 


inferences 
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inferences which I excepted againſt was. 
bis making d (which he rendered Sapo) 
to denote at any time the great purifier 
who cleanſeth us from ail Sin. p. 155, and 
160. And among other things to ſhew 
the illegitimacy of this inference, I pro- 
poſed N the Refiners fire (to which Chriſt 
is compared in the ſame verſe) to be put 
in the lame application to Chriſt that he 
put yu the Fullers Soap: that from 
thence it might be ſeen whether he had 
made a right inference or not. | 
Ex. gr. Mr H. had ſaid, that y- 
when applied to an Agent, a perfon, would 
ſignify @purifier. I thereupon aſked, whe- 
| ther wx might be alſo applied to a perſon, 
| an agent, and ſignify a Reiner? Or to 
| Chriſt the Refiner of Souls? | 
| 
| 


T o this Mr Bate replies, Had M r H. 

ce made Berith ſignify a Fuller, then might 

c it have been aſked, if Fire ſignifies a 

* Refiner?” p. 166, — No; this Queſtion 

* could not have been aſked under the term 

| fire, unleſs Mr H. had made Soap, not 

| Berib, fignify a Fuller: And in that caſe, 
| I think it had been a very proper Queſtion. 

Bor the caſe is otherwiſe. Mr H. 

collected from n, rendered Soap in this 

text, 
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text, that when it is applied to a perſon it 
will denote @ Purifier. Then the Que- 
ſtion, as I put it, 1s pertinent ; Will we, 
though rendered fire in this text, applied 
to a perſon, denote a Refiner £ For why 
ſhould Mr H—'s rules of conſtruction be 
held ſacred in reſpect of one of the Nouns, 
and be totally rejected in reſpect of the 
other ? If the one is by him extended to a 
purifier in general, the other may be ex- 
tended, with as good reaſon, to a Refiner in 
general. If Fullers are excluded in the one, 
the Refiners of metals ſhould be alſo ex- 
cluded in the other. If the one mean a 
purifier of Souls, the other ſhould ſignify 
a refiner of Souls alſo. If one denote Chriſt 
the great purifier of Souls, the other 
ſhould denote him alſo as the great refiner 


: 1 of them. 


Mr Bate proceeds, (ibid.) © Chriſt is 
compared in Malachi to the Berith (he 
« ſhould have ſaid Soap) of the Fuller, 
c and to the Fire of the Refiner. And 
© Mr H—7 is made, by this Author, to 
ce argue that He is therefore the Berith 
e itſelf. —He ſhould have 5 that hex is 
. enden . a wn. 


. GAVE 
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I cave Mr H's own words. —Berith— 
applied to an Agent, a perſon, a Purifier-; 
who in a ſpiritual ſenſe was to make the 
Souls of Men pure, clean, &c. Trin. Gent. 
p. 302. 

Ir Mr H. did not mean this of Chriſt, 
let them who knew his mind tell us, what 
Agent or perſon he meant it of. I did 


not ſay that Mr H. interpreted the Berith 


in Malach: of the perſon of Chriſt, but 
that he collected from the compariſon of 
Chriſt with it, that he being himſelf a pu- 
riſier in a ſpiritual Senſe, might be called 
Berith in other places. And this I appre- 
hend is more juſtly repreſented as his in- 
ference, than what Mr Bate gives us as his 


Concluſion, p. 169. That as Chriſt is to 


be like the purification of thoſe that waſh, 


ce it means liꝶe it in a ſpiritual ſenſe ; for in 


« that view is the compariſon ſtated : He 


that hath the Jie quality with any thing 


« elſe hath the ſame.” 
T o Mr Bate's Queſtion, which follows 


in p. 166. Upon what Authority or paral- 


el IJ would infer that fire muſt fignt 
Refiner, or inſinuate that it follows from Mr 
H's way of reaſoning? I reply, that if 
na * may be ap Ped to a perſon, and 
under 
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under that application ſignify 4 puri 
which is Mr H.'s way of reaſoning ; then 
I do not only infinuate, but beg leave to 
infiſt upon it, that wx, Fire, may alſo, with 
equal juſtice, be applied to a perſon, and 
under that application ſignify a Refiner. 
And I do not ſee how this Argument, al- 
though it be only ad hominem, can be ſhewn 
to be inconcluſive. | 

AND I have the ſame opinion of a like 
inference that I drew from Mr R.'s way of 
reaſoning. His words were, « Ex his 
e locis conſtat vocem Berth purificationem 
ce denotare, & perſonam, & res quæ puri- 
ce ficant, præcipue maximum illum purifi- 
e catorem qui nos emundat ab omni pec- 
ce cato, ſuamque rehgionem.” Int. prop. nom. 
HEREUPON I obſerved, Addenda, p. 
163. © If 772 by virtue of its reference 
ce to the great purifier in this text, (viz. 
e Mal. iii. 2.) denotes more eſpecially Chriſt 
e and his Religion throughout the Old Te- 
« ſtament, t muſt do ſo too, for a rea- 
« ſon equally cogent, viz. for the ſame 
« reaſon.” &c. 

Mr BAE in anſwer to this ſays, p. 
167, that © Berith doth not denote Chriſt 
and his Religion by virtue of its refe- 
PaxT II. Ge rence 


[ 34 ] 

ce rence to the great purifier in this text.“ 
Wherein he doth not contradict me, but 
Mr R. And theſe two Gentlemen muſt 
adjuſt this ſeeming contrariety of . ſenti- 
ments with each other. And then 1 ſhall 
better know how to ſtate my Obſervation 
concerning oN. In the mean time it 
ſtands, as it is put, ſtrong againſt Mr R. 
to whom it was propounded as an infe- 
rence which he would neither be cs 
to admit, nor be able to avoid. 

Mr MOODY citing the ſame paſſage 
from me at p. 148. is ſo unlucky as to 
think it was levelled at Mr H. and ſays, I 
make an inference for him, that © Berith by 
« yirtue of its reference, &c. denotes 
« Chriſt, and his Religion, throughout the 
« Old Teſtament.” And this he calls 4 
moſt wretched miſrepreſentation. There is 
to be ſure a miſrepreſentation in the caſe. 
And when he has diſcovered where it lies, 
he ſhall call it what he pleaſes, for I would 
not beſtow a harder word upon it, than 
what he himſelf ſhall be inclined to do. 

As to the Obſervations themſelves 
which I made in the Addenda, they are 
too much below his notice to be intitled 
to a formal Reply. He chooſes to diſ- 
miſs 


| [35]. 

miſs them at once, by ſaying, P. 148. 
that I © trifle in an idle and unfair manner 
« about wx being underſtood of Chriſt 
ce the refiner of Souls. Of a flower and 
<« a ſhadow denoting a man.” Sc. Where- 
as what I urged was, that Berith, Soap, 
being no otherwiſe applied to Chriſt than 
by way of compariſon or ſimilitude, could 
be intitled to no ſenſes or conſtructions 
from that compariſon, but wx (in the 
ſame verſe, and equally applied to Chriſt) 
would be capable of the like. And let it 
be ſhewn that it is not ſo, for till that is 
ſhewn it is no ſuch idle or trifling Obſer- 
vation, I inſtanced, that as a flower or a 
ſhadow did not denote a Man, by a Man's 
being compared to a flower or a ſhadow, 
Job xiv. 2. ſo neither did nya denote the 
great purifier in any other texts, becauſe 
the great purifier was compared to Mn in 
this.—lIs this an unfair inference ? 

Bur Mr Moody concludes with “ leav- 
« ing the ingenuity and candaur of ſuch 
* objections to the reader.” p. 149. To 
whom I alſo readily ſubmit them. Though 
he and I perhaps agree upon this reference 
with different views. 
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6. AL 


T was propoſed in the Diſſertations, in 

order to diſcover what ſenſes 12 
bore in Scripture, to examine certain paſ- 
ſages from whence, the uſe and force of 
the word might be beſt gathered. In 
which view three texts were quoted in p. 
98, as proofs that Berith ſometimes ſigni- 


fied 2 treaty or covenant, without any Idea 


of purification annexed to it. In two of 
theſe paſſages, which are hiſtorical, I ſup- 
poſed the ſenſe of the word to be taken 
literally : In the other, which is part of a 
Poem, to be taken metaphorically. But 
exceptions are made in either caſe to what 
I faid, and other conſtructions of theſe 
texts are given by my Opponents. I there- 
fore purpoſe now to examine both their 


exceptions and their conſtructions, and 


vindicate the common tranſlation. 
Tux firſt text was 2 Chron. xvi. 2, 3. 


THEN 


E © IS | 
Tux Aſa ſent to Benhadad King of 


Syria who dwelt at Damaſcus, ſaying, 
« There is @ league (n) between me 
ec and thee, as there was between my Fa- 
c ther and thy Father. Behold I have 
te ſent thee ſilver and gold. Go break h 
« league (wa) with Baaſha King of 
« Hrael, that he may depart from me.“ 
Upon this I aſked What better tranſ- 
lation can be found for Ber:th in theſe 
places than league? p. 98. 

Mr AB OA B anſwers, It muſt be 
« explained thus. There is a purifier be- 
« tween me and thee. Go, diſannul 
« the Af of thy purification with Baaſha ” 
&c. p. 47. 

Bur why muſt Benhadad's Berith with 
Aſa be interpreted by a purifier, and his 
Berith with Baaſha by an Ad of his own 
purification? Is there any reaſon for this 
change of words fave the impropriety of 
faying in the latter clauſe Diſannul thy 
purifier ? | 

Mr BATE indeed appriſes us, that 
<« whether purification mean Here the crea- 
© ture ſlain, or the ceremony of ſprinkling 
with the blood, it will come to juſt the 
<« ſame,” p. 131. that is, Berith may either 


D 3 ſignify 


© DIY 
ſignify @ purifier, or an Ad of purifica- 
tion. And therefore if we do not approve 
of Mr Aboab's verſion, we may make 
theſe terms change places: And the paſ- 
ſage will run thus——< There is a purifi- 
© cation between me and thee—Go, Di3 
* break through (Leigh. irritum facere) look 
© on as void the obligation of n thy 
ce purifier (cut off) with Baaſha.” p. 132. 
here is the mighty impropriety (adds 
Mr Bate) © in this way of ſpeaking ?” 
ibid. 

Ir may be better than diſannulling a 
purifier, and yet is far from being proper. 
For though Benbadad might break a treaty 
that had been ratified by @ ſacr:fice, yet 
he could not void the obligation that Sacri- 
fice laid him under to keep the treaty, 
when made. Neither could he /ook upon 
the obligation as void, although he might 
not abide by the agreement. And I ſhould 
obſerve further that if Berith in the latter 
clauſe ſignifies the Obligation of a purifier, 
it doth not ſignify the Act of Benhadad's 
_ purification, as Mr Aboab repreſents it. 
And further, if it may ſignify either ſuch 
obligation or ſuch Act, there will be {till a 

difficulty 


[ 39 ] 
difficulty in conceiving how it could under 
thoſe ſenſes be cut off. 

Mr MOODY takes another way of 
replying to me. He fays, the Force of my 
objection lies wholly in my artful way of 2 
ting the Queſtion. © Leagues or covenants 
te were not purifiers. But they were made 
« by cutting off Berith the typical purifier. 
« And therefore in an ideal language, as 
« Mr H. has ſhewn the Hebrew is, Berith 
* muſt be uſed for them.” p. 114. 

THEN one would think, Berith being 
uſed for a league or a covenant in an ideal 
language ought to be rendered /o,, when 
tranſlated into a language that is not ideal. 
However he thinks it moſt expedient in 
this paſſage as in moſt other texts not to 
render it; but uſes the Hebrew word it- 
ſelf: which is juſt doing nothing in the 
preſent Queſtion. 

4 80 telling Benhadad that there was a 
* Berith between them, was referring him 
* to that obligation by which he was bound 
to perform certain conditions; and by 
„breaking that obligation, he broke the 
* league of which Berith was the ſanction: 

* ſo broke, or ſet at nought his Berth.” 
9 ) 5 
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How are we to underſtand the three 
Beriths in this pretended Expoſition ? 1 
think no one rendering can ſuit them all. 
Here is obligation, and league, and ſome- 
thing beſides denoted by Ber:th, ſeeming- 
ly diſtinguiſhed from each other. For by 
breaking the obligation he alſo broke the 
league, and by breaking the league he alſo 
broke the Berth. 

Tuvs much however may I preſume 
be fairly collected from hence, viz. that 
Berith doth not mean the Obhgation of the 
purifier, as Mr Bate explains it: And that 
Mr Moody's caution in avoiding to make 
tranſlation of the word in this text was 
not ill grounded, ſeeing how ill that at- 


_ tempt had ſucceeded in the hands of the 


two aforenamed Gentlemen, whoſe ex- 
preſſions no doubt he had diligently 
weighed, eſpecially in reſpect of the 
phraſe h 7 which even under the 
beſt light that a ſtudied paraphraſe could 
throw upon it appeared (as was juſt now 
ſeen) very indifferently, for want of ſome 
Engliſh word to give the Idea of league 


which is, as it were, the Soul of the 
Sentence. | 


THAT 
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Tn Ar there was a league between 
theſe Kings is granted by all my oppo- 
nents. And that one King ſtirred up ano- 
ther to break a league with @ third, is con- 
feſſed alſo. That a league is implied in Be- 
rith is allowed likewiſe, becauſe leagues, 
they ſuppoſe, were always made by cut- 
ting off a purifier, viz. as they explain it, 
by Sacrifice. But Berith, ſay they, means 
the Sacrifice not the league. In this I 
think they, are all agreed, however they 
may differ in their manner of expreſſing 
themſelves. And to this point they muſt 
hold, or otherwiſe give up this text to the 
common conſtruction of it by league. 

_ I 8HALL conſider hereafter what au- 
thorities they have for ſaying that ma 
doth ever ſignify a Sacrifice or Victim, &c. 
And at preſent I ſhall only obſerve, that it 
is not a probable ſuppoſition that a league 
ſhould have been jointly offered by Aſa 
King of Judah, and Benhadad a heathen 
King: or a typical purifier cut off between 
them, as an exhibition; (according to Mr 
Moody) of the Original Berith, which made 
Peace between the Aeim and Men, and 
e bound men to be ſubje& to the Aleim, 
<*« and to keep Faith with each other.” p.114. 


(Here 
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(Here again we are referred to a Berith 
untranſlated, which by the effects aſcribed 
to it, ſhould rather be underſtood of the 
Original Covenant than of original Purifier.) 
The Heathens, as Mr H. obſerves, all 
had Elabim, but none of them had DN 
* (Remarks p. 72, his own Edition) i. e. 
they had no faith in the true purifier of 
the Mraelites, nor knowledge of the refe- 
rence of ſacrifices to his atonement, nor of 
the ſanction given to treaties on that ac- 
count by cutting off a typical purifier. So 
that unleſs Benbadad be ſuppoſed to have 
been a proſelyte to the Law of Moſes, and 
to have lived in Expectation of the pro- 
miſed Seed in the poſterity of Abraham, 
it is neither likely that Aſa ſhould © refer 
« him to that Original Berith which made 
te peace between the Aleim and Men, or that 
He himſelf would ſubmit to a Sacrifice 

3 8 « <ohich 


* I sPEAK here in Mr H.'s ſtile, as in an Argument ad 
bominem. For hn ſtands for a falſe, or a ſtrange god, 
as well as for the true God. See Dan. xi, ver. 39. which 
text lies greatly in Mr H.'s way. He owns it fo uſed in 
this text, but owns it not to be the true Hebrew. MN, 
but an NR with an AHrias termination. See Moſes fine 
Princ. p. 54. Yet in his Data, Part ii. p. 223, he ſays, 
Each Perſon is Jehovah, one only is NM, and the Hea- 
% thens, Dan. xi. 39. imagined they had one.“ 


[ 43 ] 
ce which bound him to be ſubject to the Aleim 


« as well as to keep Faith” with Aſa. 

Mx Bate owns p. 131. That © Benha- 
&« dad as an heathen Prince thought not of 
« Chriſt: in the Sacrifice as Aſa King of 
« Judah no doubt did.” But he adds— 
« He might and ought however to have 
« done ſo, if he did not.” (ibid.) Will 
this help out the Expoſition ? 

Mx Moody p. 115, would illuſtrate his 
meaning by a parallel Caſe “ Suppoſe 
eit was the Cuſtom (ſays he) for Kings 
c to take the Sacrament together upon any 
&« ſolemn Alliance or League.” &c. 

W1THoOUT going any further into his 
Argument, no ſuch cuſtom can be ſuppoſed 
between Chriſtian Kings, and Heathen or 
Mahometan Kings. And ſuch muſt the 
ſuppoſition be to make it a parallel to the 
Caſe of Sacrifice between Aſa and Benha- 
dad. The one had no communion in Re- 
ligion with the other. The Jews might, 
by their Law, make peace and leagues 
with Nations that were idolatrous. But 
the Sacrifices and all other rights and pri- 
vileges of the Law were denied to ſtran- 
gers, and the uncircumciſion; a very few 
caſes perhaps excepted, and the authorities 

alledged 
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alledged for ſuch exceptions being doubt- 
ful, and not to be abſolutely depended 
upon. Therefore what Mr Bate ſays of 
Aſa and Benhadad © joining in this cere- 
e mony and jointly performing it, of its 
te being between two, and of each having 
te an equal hand in it” ſeems very unlike- 
ly, eſpecially as Aſa is ſaid to have © re- 
ce newed the Covenant of the Lord with 
ce all Judab and Benjamin.” 2 Chron. xv. g. 
and to have © removed Maachah from be- 
* ing Queen, becauſe ſhe had made an Idol 
ce in the Grove, which Idol he cut down 
ce and ſtamped and burnt.” ver. 16. And 
to have had * a perfect heart all his days.” 


ver. 17. (See more of his religious cha- 


rater 1 Kings xv. and 2 Chron. xiv. &c.) 
at leaſt till the 36th year of his reign, 
when he gave the firſt inſtance, that we 
read of, of turning from his truſt in God 
by this very meſſage to Benhadad, and the 
Preſent that accompanied it : whereas the 
pretended Sacrifice referred to in this meſ- 
ſage muſt have been offered by them, if 


at all, before that time. 


THEsE are ſtrong preſumptions againſt 
conſtruing Berith in this text of a Sacrifice. 
And unleſs the word could be proved to 


denote 


141 


denote a ſacrifice wherever it occurs in the 
Scriptures, there is no pretence for inſiſt- 
ing on that ſignification of it here. 

1 Sam. Xi. 1. cited in Diſſertations p. 98. 
« Nahaſh the Ammonite came up and en- 
e camped againſt Jabeſb Gilead. And the 
« men of Tabeſh ſaid to Nahaſh make a 
« Covenant (n) with us, and we will 
« ſerve thee.” 

Mx Bate, the only one of my oppo- 
nents that ſpeaks to this text, expounds it 
thus. The inhabitants of Jabeſb, be- 
« ing unable to defend the town, offered 
« to ſubmit on terms and ſay, Come to a 
ce ſacrifice with us; let us be put under the 
« protection of that blood through which 
« we are ſanctified, which is to preſent us 
ce holy and unblameable in the ſight of the 
« Aleim, and we will ſerve thee. Cut 
« off a purifier 137 on our behalf, and we 
* will open our gates and ſubmit to thee.” 
P. 134, and 135. 434 

HOW this may ſound, he ſays, in the 
Doctor's Ears he cannot tell, But I muſt 
aſſure him it ſounds not well, from the 
great improbability (equal to that of A/z's 
ſacrificing with Benhadad) that ſuch a re- 
queſt as he puts into the mouths of the 


Iſraelites 
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Tſraelites ſhould be made to an Ammonite, 
——one of thoſe heathens that greatly 
hated and moleſted the Mraelites, and their 
Religion, and Worſhip. For how could 
they be ſuppoſed to invite him to a Sacri- 
fice, when by their Law An Ammonite was I 
not to enter into the congregation of 1/rael I 
for ever? Deut. xxiii. 3. Neb. xiii. 1, Or © ü 
deſire him to ſacrifice on their behalf ? How 046 

could the Enemy of their Aleim put them FE. 
under the protection of that blood, thro' IS 
which they were ſanctified in the fight of 5 
their Aleim? Or could they requeſt him 105 
to ſacrifice to Molech, the Abomination of 
his People, for them? What purifier could 
he cut off Bn on their behalf? 

| 5 Bur with Mr Bate © it ſeems to ſound 

te ſenſe, and carry along with it ſuch evi- 

| 


* dence of its propriety, that we may ven- 
I © ture to let it ſtand as the Sacred Writer 
ll ce doth, Cut off @ purifier in our behalf.” 
I p- 135. Let him give the words of the 
| ſacred Writer either in the Original, or in 
any of the verſions but his own, and they 
ſhall ſtand. But his own verſion I except 
againſt : becauſe it ſeems to me that he 
can allow Berith to ſtand for any thing fo 
long as it doth not ſtand for covenant. 
THE 
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TAE other text I had cited p. 98. was 

Job v. 23. Thou ſhalt be in league with 

cc the ſtones of the field, and the beaſts of 

<« the field ſhall be at peace with thee.” 
* is the word here rendered league. 

And I aſked what Idea of purification it 


conveyed ? 


TRE x all reply, Mr Aboab, p. 47. 
Mr Bate, p. 123. Mr Moody, p. 115. 
What Idea of Covenant it doth convey ?” 
I anſwer to their Queſtion, and ſay that 
the meaning is, as I apprehend, —— Ton 
ſhalt be as ſecure from the ſtones of the field, 
as if there was a covenant between thee and 
them for that purpoſe. Compare Pal. xci. 12. 
< Leſt thou daſh thy foot againſt a ſtone ;” 
where ſtones and wild beaſts are likewiſe 
mentioned together. 

Bu rT though they all agree to call for 
my explanation, they do not agree in their 
own interpretations of the paſſage. 

Mz Bate explains it thus. Thy pu- 
* 7:fication ſhall be with, or extend to, 
<« the clods of the field.” p. 134. which, 
he ſays, means, (and I think he fays it in 
Mr Gittin's words, to whom he refers for 
this conſtruction) © God ſhall through thy 
« Purification mellow the ground thou 

ſoweſt, 


_ - 2 
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e ſoweſt, and give it a fruitful crop.” 
And this explanation, he ſays is eaſy and 


natural. 


M Aboab puts it in this manner. 
« With the ones of the field 7s thy puri 
ce fier, properly in thy aſſiſtance and po 
&« ſervation.” P. 47. | 

Bur Mr Moody more at large—< With 
ce the ſtones of the field is thy purifier, as 
ce it is in Hebrew, p. 115. 2.e. with 28 
te the glebes or concreted maſſes of the 
ce field is the perſon, who was to purify 
« him Soul and Body, and would make 
ce the land give its increaſe.” p. 117. 

Tre only objection to what I had given 
as the ſenſe of the place—cum lapidibus 
agri fædus tuum—is from Mr Bate, who 
ſays, he ſuppoſes © It is a Metaphor that 
te the ſtones ſhould not hurt him any more 
ce than as if they had agreed not to hurt 
e him. It is a ſtrange and forced Meta- 

tc phor, this, as it ſtands, and the com- 
ce ment muſt add a great deal to make the 
ce language better than the Senſe.” p. 133. 

I wrsx in ſaying this he had conſidered 


what kind of a metaphor he had recom- 


mended as eaſy arid natural, and alſo the 
length of his 9wn Comment on Mr Giitin's 
conſtruction, 


©. 2 
conſtruction, with the obſcurity of the 
whole when he had finiſhed it: 

I AM willing to truſt to the judgment 
and verdict of my Reader, who ſhall look 
over either his or Mr Moody's Comments 
on the place (tho' the latter takes up more 
than two pages) whether what I have 
ſaid in two lines, by way of illuſtration of 
the paſſage, be not more ſatisfactory than 
either of the accounts given by them, 
after all the pains they have taken to 1225 
them palatable. 

THe three texts I had referred to in 
Diſſertations, p. 99. in which Carath is 
joined with Berith, ſhall be poſtponed till 
I examine the ſenſe of thoſe words ih 
conjunction. And I proceed now to the 
other texts in which Berith is mentioned 
without that verb accompanying it. 

Obad. 7. U e. Men of thy 
© confederacy.” 

TAE ' prophet here denouncing de- 
ſtruction againſt the Edomrtes for their 
unnatural enmity to the Jews, foretels, 
among other things, that they ſhould be 
deſerted and betrayed by their heathen 
allies, whom he ſpeaks of under the ſtile 
of Jon? TOW 11K men of thy peace, and 
PART II. E men 
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men of thy bread, as well as men of thy Con- 
federacy : whereby the treac hery of theſe 
pretended Auxiliaries is painted in ſtron ger 
colours, and the folly of the Edomites in 
truſting to them, rebuked with greater 
poignancy. But becauſe n happens to 
be uſed among the other words to denote 
this unfortunate Alliance, therefore the 
word confederacy, by which our tranſlators 
had here rendered it, was altered by 
Mr H. (as Mr Bate tells us, p. 1 59.) © in- 
ce to Men of thy purification: which 
„ (fays Mr Bate) is as good Engliſh as the 
© other.” 

Bur is it as proper a rendering in this 

place? He ſeems to think it more proper, 
for he adds, 
TE firſt means Men joined with thee 
« ;n a confederacy. The latter, Men joined 
<< fogether by a purification” (he hould have 
ſaid by thy purification) e The firſt phraſe 
<< only ſays they were leagued h the 
« latter ſuppoſes that, and tells you by 
< what act they were bound together.” 

No; unleſs it could be proved that Be- 
rith means @ Sacrifice wherever it occurs 
in Scripture ;, (as I ſhall ſhew it doth not) 
a if it we not mean à ſacrifice here, 

| 1 let 


f 5 ] 
let Mr Bate ſhew us by what A of puri- 
Feation they were in this caſe bound toge- 
ther. 

Mx Ablaab obſerves to the ſame ay 
p. 51, that © Berzt in this place very ev: 
ie dentiy carries in it the Idea of Purifics- 
c gion, if we conſider that it was an Inſti- 
te tution among the Ancients, bath Jews 
« and n to ſhed the blood of a 
« creature in confirmation of their confe- 
ec geracies. But now let us ſuppoſe it 
was; mi 18h not Berith mean the confede- 
racy itſelf, though expreſſed by a word 
which in an Ideal language ſignified alſo 
the inſtitution by which it was confirmed ? 
as Mr Moody told us in the caſe of Aſa and 
 Benhadad. Or might not Berith (as I pre- 
ſume to ſay) ſignify a confederacy inde- 
pendently on the inſtitution by which it 
was confirmed? and be tranſlated, and 
juſtly too, by à word that doth not Coun 
the Idea of the inſtitution ? ht and 
in the ſame verſe imply covenants and agree- 
ments. And by Mr Ahoab's Rule thoſe co- 
venants muſt be made by ſhedding the 
blood of a creature. Now 


hw is a 

 Peace-offering of a beaſt (ee Amos v. 22.) 

muſt we therefore render o WAN Men 
E 2 


— 
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of thy peace-offering * Or doth hr? in 
this text carry the Idea of purification ? 
And this only becauſe the peace-offerings 


were made by cutting off a purifier ? 


Nor that I think there is evidence that 


n doth ever ſignify a Sacrifice, as there 
is evidence that Bw doth. A Caution 
which I ought to put in, leaſt Mr Moody, 
according to his manner, ſhould charge 
me with allowing Berith here to be a Sa- 
crifice, and afterwards contradifting myſelf 
by difallowing it. I am arguing here ex 
hypothefi, or upon the ſentiments of my op- 
ponents. 
AnD. had I Mr Bate's dexterity, I might 
alſo bring r about to denote a Sacrifice, 
and p w2R to ſignify, conſequently, 
the Men of thy purification. For Sacrifices 
are called D in reſpect of God, Lev. 
xxii. 25. and elſewhere. And as there 
were no agreements but what were rati- 


fied by Sacrifice to purify the parties, and 
as the Men of thy purification is as good En- 
bread, the former 


gliſb, as the Men of thy 
ſhould be preferred. For. the latter only 
ſays that they were leagued together; 
but the former ſuppoſes that, and tells 


* 


N you 
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[ 53 ] | 
c you by what Act they were bound to- 
00 gether.” 

Ir it ſhould be ſaid that ch and Nb 
are terms only uſed for the legal Sacrifices 
according to the Ritual of Moſes, and are 
not to be applied to the Sacrifices of the 
Heathen ; I would aſk by what authority 
Berith is applied to the ſacrifices of the 
Heathen in this text, and others ? | 

Mal. ii. 14. n NUR, * The Wi ife 
« of thy Covenant. 

Tur Prophet here e God a8 
complaining of the Jews for divorcing 


their Wives, in order to marry ſtrangers. 


« The Lord hath been witneſs between thee, 
* and PW MR the wife of thy Youth, 
e againſt whom thou haſt dealt treacherouſly, 
« yet is ſhe thy Companion, and the Wife of 


© thy. Covenant,” or the betrothed, with 


whom the ſolemn contract was e See 
Lowth and others. FREY. '# 


Mx Bate ſeems to "ms no gredt objecs: 


tion to this, but ſays, p. 159, that Wife 


« of thy purification is as good ſenſe, and 


* more likely to be the truth; it not being 


“likely that @ covenant or mutual conſent 
between the parties only made them huſ- 
** band and wife, but highly probable 
ä that 


L 54 ] 
e that they teſtified their conſent at a pub. 
“e lick Sacrifice. | 
Ws muſt indeed argue upon probable 
evidence when we have no better. But 1 
cannot perceive there is a probability to 
befriend Mr Bate on this Occaſion, That 
mutual Conſent only ſhould make a Mar- 
riage is not indeed likely, The Jews had 
many Rites on that Occaſion, which may 
be ſong in Authors who treat on that Sub- 
ject, particularly i in Selden's Uxor Hebruica. 
Bat Sacrifice is no where mentioned, that 
I know of, as d nuptial Rite, nor is it 
probable that it ſhould; unleſs it be proba- 
ble that none were married in all the land, 
but ſuch as came to the Temple, or place 
where the legal Sacrifices were made. 
Therefore till Mr Bate can bring ſome 
proof that Matrimony was uſually cele- 
brated among the Jews with Skctifice, 
Marriage will be accounted 712 @ Cyve- 
nant without a ſacrifice intervening, 'both 
in this text and in its parallel, Prov. ii. 17. 
* Which fotfateth the 1 of ber Youth, 
and forgertet5 (cob ra) the covenant 
* of ber Gog.” viz. here marriage ee 
mane of ae Godn Was Wen e 


E | But 


& ; 5 BY 
Bur Mr Aboab has another way of con- 


ſtruing this place. He fays it is“ The 
" Wit: of thy purifier. The context de- 
« termines that by Pete is meant the ſer- 
ce vice and worſhip of the true God, which 
the Jews in their Youth, 7. e. when they 
* came out of Egypt embraced ; but at 
te this time forſook, and revolted to that 
« of the falſe, and thereby committed ſpi- 
ritual Adultery.” p. 51. 

I T is not eaſy to diſtinguiſh by this Ac- 
count who was the Huſband or Spouſe of 
the Service and Worſhip meant by Hy). It 
ſhould ſeem to be the Jewiſb people them- 
ſelves, who having embraced it in their 
Youth, Gc. did afterwards revolt from it, 
and thereby committed ſpiritual Adultery. 
But how then could ſhe be called the Wife 
of their Purifier? *' 

« Tre Wife (ſays Mr Moody) of thy Be- 
« rith, ſecreter or purifier, is n if I 
te take it rightly of the Church; and Chriſt 
te the real purifier was her Huſband. So 
« the words will erplain themſelves.” 

131. 

EXPLAIN themſelves | Into what 
ſenſe or meaning? The Church then in 
being, were the Jews themſelves, the 


 E4 people 


561 
people of God. And God is called he 
Huſband of his Church, Ja. liv. 5. Jer. 
xi. 32. and elſewhere by the prophets. 
But if this be the Allegory uſed alſo by 
Mslachi, in che text, and Chriſt be repre- 
ſented as the Huſband of the Church, or 
the Jeus, what is meant by the wife of 
| their youth? Or what are we to under- 
ſtand by their companion, the wife of their 
purifier ? 
Tux perplexity they appear to bel in, 
that they may avoid the obvious ſignifica- 
| tion of Berith in this paſſage, is no ſmall 
evidence. to me that Covenant is the right 
tranſlation of the word: and not . purifier: 
or purification. ah, 
Iſaiah xxyiii, 18. nw Der orb & your 
e Covenant with Death ſhall be diſannulled.” 
Mz Aboab reckons this text among thoſe 
that very evidently carry in them the Idea 
of purification: becauſe it was the cuſtom 
to ſhed the blood of a creature upon con- 
firming of covenants, So that he looks up- 
on this paſſage to imply a real ſacrifice: to, 
or with Death. See p. 51. | 
Mx Bate, p. 160, ſuppoſes © a recon- 
te ciling Sacrifice either offered to Death, 
For a God they, ſuppoſed. could avert 


K 1 
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Ee Death.“ The bringing Berith any way 
under the notion of a ſacrifice contents 
them. It muſt be a purification by Sacri- 
fice, or it can have no meaning. 

BuT Mr Moody tells us (not indeed 
what is meant by Berith here, for he tran- 
ſlates it not, but) that this text will be 
* explained by conſidering that the Jews 
* when. they apoſtatiſed from. Chriſt the 
« true Berith, ſet up the material Light for 
ce their Beritb, &c. p. 131... 

Ir he means by Beritb, ſeereter, or pu- 
iber, I muſt leave this and what follows 
in the ſame page to thoſe who can under- 
ſtand, (which I do not) how the Jews 
ſet up light for their Secreter with Death? 
Or how the material light their purifier 

was diſannulled at the coming of Chriſt the | 
Corner Stone ? 

Tas Reader who conſults F upon 
this text, and ver. 1 5. of this chapter, will 
find the phraſe more rafionally. and ſatiſ- 
een explained. 

1 Kings xx. 34. Then faid Abab to 
Fe Benhadad, I will ſend thee away with 
te this Covenant. So he made à covenant 


l with him and ſent him away,” 
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1 
I nap aſked whether it would caft any 
light on this Hiſtory to render nya, which 
occurs twice in this text, by purifier or pu- 
rification ? | e | 
Mx Moody replies to this evaſive Queſtion, 
as he calls it, by ſaying, that it caſts the 
& fame light upon the Hiſtory as Cove- 
e nant.” And he renders Tn92R TA 128) 
I will admit thee into Berith, terms of 
purification. On which he hath a note, 
ſhewing how perſons formerly were ad- 
mitted into, and made parties to covenants, 
p. 130. But then the ſecond time Berith = 
comes in this text, he ſays it was cut ; 1 
which cannot be ſaid of Terms of purifica- 
tion; and ſo Berith in the fame verſe has 
two different ſenſes, which will not caft 
the fame light on the Hiſtory that covenant 
in both places doth. - 
Mx Abuab puts this text upon the ſame 
footing with the two laſt, vig. ſuppoſes an 
| actual Sacrifice on the occaſion. But as 
| Berith when uſed of Sacrifice is always 
according to him the Victim, the typical 
Purifier, How did Aab fend Benhadad a- 
.. 0. — 
Mx Bate, who ſeems to have been aware 
of this difficulty, found a way to interpret 
ö the 


5. 
the words of an Aumiſſiom to a purification 
by paſſing between the parts of the Sacri- 
fice, inſtead of Dsſnmiſion with it. And 
Mr Moody probably took this new Inter- 
pretation of N from him, though he 
applies it differently, viz. to the terms of 
purification. 
« In the Original (ſays Mr Bate, p. 160.) 
e anIWR Nn is, I will admit thee or 
* bring thee into a purification. Mw is to 
te ſend. With 1b, it is to ſend from. With 
* J, it is to end to. And to breng into, 
* and to ſend into, are proper, becauſe the 
te parties in a Covenant were to enter be- 
te tween the parts of the Sacrifice.” 
Trvs the matter ſeems to him to be 
cleared up; and a Sacrifice aſcertained. 
Inſomuch that he ventures to ſay a few 
lines further, that it is equally nonſenſe to 
fay J will ſend thee away with this purifi- 
cation, or with this Covenant, p. 161. And 
gently reproves me for catching at inacou- 
racies in the Tranſlations. 5 
Burr with his leave, ihr is not uſed, 
that I can find, in the fenſe of admitting, 
bringing into, &c. With d it is to ſend 
to. With 2 it is to ſend wth, as our Ver- 
ſion rightly gives it. Thus in Gen. xxxi. 2. 
i | WA) 
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Dv Dre THER that I might ſend 
thee away with mirth and with ſongs, 
413252) n with tabret and with harp. 
See alſo the verb ot uſed with D 
peace, as in Gen. xxvi. 29, ZI. 

IT doth not appear then that to ſend 
Benhadad away with a covenant is nonſenfe, 
but a phraſe that hath its parallel in Scrip- 
ture. Nor doth it appear from this'text, 
that covenants were made with Sacrifice, 
for the circumſtances of this Hiſtory make 
ſuch a ſuppoſition highly improbable. 4 
Fer. xxxiii. 20. 

« Ir ye can break my Covenant (n) 


te of the Day and my covenant () of 
e the night, &c.” 


HERE I obſerved Berith ſeems to ſig- 
nify the ſame with pri 4 Statute, an eſta- 
bliſhed appointment or ordinance. mo 

BuT Mr Bate tells me, p. 142. 16 
6 « ſeems ſomewhat unneceſſary for me to 
te ſeek for any other ſenſe of Berith here 
than Covenant, ſince God might as well 
<« make a covenant with the day and night 
« in behalf of man, as with the beaſts of 
_ « the Field, Hyſ. ii. 18. ſpeaking to the 
« Church,” vis. In that day Ny MIR 
Aa will I make a Covenant for thein with 


the 


[ 61 ] | 
the beaſts of the field, and with the fowls of 
Heaven, &c. | 
Bu T making @ Covenant for them with 
the beaſts, &c. is a figure expreſſing aſſu- 
rance * that the Beaſts, &c. ſhall not hurt 
them; as was obſerved above on the text 
in Job. Thou ſhalt be in league with the 
flones of the field, and the beaſt of the field, 
oven, ſhall be at peace with thee + ; and 
may alſo be obſerved in Ezek. xxxiv. 2 5. 
which is ſomething more expreſſive of a 
Covenant M mma Bn hay will 
make a Covenant of peace for them, and will 
cauſe the evil beaſts to ceaſe out of the land, 
and they ſhall dwell ſafely in the Wilderneſs, 
and. ſleep in the woods. (And let Mr Bate 
try what ſenſe he can make of cutting off 
a purification NWN vn D with the beaſts 
of the field in Hoſea, or of cutting off a 
parification of peace as the phraſe is in 
Ezekiel, according to his Conſtruction.) 
But the n of the Day and Night in the 
text under conſideration, cannot well be in- 
terpreted in the ſame way ; and therefore 
I thought there was reaſon to look out for 
l 3 another 


See Pacock on the text. Vol. IT. p. 84. Tavells's 
Edition. - , oy ; 
F See Chappeloww on this paſſage. Vol. I. p. 63, &c. 
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another conſtruction, and that another ſenſe 
offered itſelf on comparing the text with 
Chap. xxxi. 36. which, if Mr Bate liked 
it not, he ſhould have diſproved or amend - 
ed, inſtead of complaining that I have 
thickened the Miſt which I had ſpread 
over the word before. 

HowEveR that this miſt may be the 
more effectually diſperſed, and the ſenſe 
of the word in this text cleared up, He 
refers us to Mr H.'s Comment upon it, which 
I muſt therefore look upon as Mr Bate's 
own conſtruction. 

I T is found in Trin. of the Gent. p. 383. 
<« If you can invalidate the purification 
« which was by you exhibited, and I ac- 
<« cepted, when I promiſed or granted the 
« continuation of the Days, c. And 
« that. there ſhould not be day and night 
in their ſeaſon, then, Sc. This is all 
Mr H. ſays, and it is given by way of ver- 
ſion (not comment) among other texts. 

Mn Moody blames me for not taking no- 
tice of this explanation of Mr H. 1 
could not but ſee it, and it was not ingenu- 
ous to ſeem to overlook it, p. 122. He 
offers likewiſe at an expoſition of Mr Hs 
meaning, ibid. But it is not his fault that 
he 
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he hath at all cleared up the matter there- 
= Yet to make amends he gives another 

fion of his own. 

« Troucn I think (ſays he) this para- 
<« phraſtical Explanation of the text by 
« Mr H. juſt and concluſive, yet if we 
« give to Berith in this place its primary 
« ſenſe of ſecretion, it will cut of all cavits, 
« and the text will read, 
 « Ip you can break my ſecretion of the 
% Day and my ſecretion of the Night, or 
my ſecreter the Day, and my ſecreter the 
„Night, that there ſhould not be day and 

© night in their ſeaſons, &c——For what 
ce is Day and Night but a ſecretion or ſecre- 
« ger from darkneſs into light, and from 
« light into darkneſs?” p. 122. 

THr1s Account cuts off all cavils, fas 
Mr Moody. Yet Mr Aboab is not in his 
ſentiment- 

„TAE words (ſays he) I think are to 
ce be underſtood for the irradiation of the 


40 Sun, and the irradiation of the Meon, do- 
« ing in the natural world what the Divine 
<« Irradiator and Purifier does in the Spiri- 
* tual, They are Purifiers and Cleanſers : 
«+ The firſt clears the 10 from Clouds, 
** 40 and 
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« and the other the night from groſs dark- 
<« neſs and ſtagnated Air.“ p. 48. 

THE Reader has now before him all 
the Aſſiſtance that theſe Gentlemen can 
give him towards underſtanding this text. 
And he may poſſibly judge that notwith- 
ſtanding the Purification propoſed by one, 
Secretion or Secreter by another, and irra- 
diation by a third, the word is left at length 
under a thicker miſt than T ever ſpread upon 
it. 

Deut. iv. 12. © The Lord A unto 
ce you (Nn NR) his Covenant which he com- 
= manded ou to perform, even ten Command- 
« ments, GC. 

TI PRODUCED this text, p. 102, to ſhew 
that Berth is uſed in the ſenſe of a Com- 
mandment, Praceptum. 

Axp one would imagine that what the 
Scripture ſays God ſpake, declared, com- 
manded to be performed, and wrote on 
Tables, might paſs for a Commandment. 

No; Jo declare Berith (ſays Mr Bate) 
is no more nor leſs than declaring the 
<« terms or conditions of it,” p. 144. And 
becauſe I ſaid it was uſed here in the ſenfe 
of commandment, he can allow) that 
Berith may ſignify either purification or 

COYF E- 
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« COVENANT for any thing the 
« phraſe declarin 1g his Berith can deter- 
« mine about it.” | 

Bur if Berith ſignifies the terms or con- 
ditions (whether of purification or covenant) 
and thoſe terms are the things (M8 MMA 
my) which He commanded to be perform- 
ed, Is not Berith in this ſenſe and uſage of 
it a Commandment ? 

THe text explains it further by wy 
PAIN even ten words. Our Verſion has 
it, Ten Commandments. An Expreſſion which 
Mr Bate avoids, though he owns that © the 
« Decalogue may properly be called the 
« words of the Berith or Purification on 
« God's part.“ 

Mr Moody ſpeaking of this text ſays the 
«© Decalogue was 70. ſecrete, ſo keep the 
Jews pure from the abominations and 

“ pollutions of the Heathen, ſo it is very 
properly ſtiled Berith in this text.” p. 
124. VIZ. as @ ſecreter, not as a Law. 
By what theſe Gentlemen ſuggeſt, though 
from different reaſons, it is very impro- 
per for us to term the Decalogue the ten 
Commandments. Though to do Mr Aboab 
juſtice, he is not afraid to uſe that phraſe 
on this occaſion, but tells us that C the 

PART II. F. Len 
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« Ton Commandments were, and are the 
« terms of Purification and Salvation.” 
P. 48. 

Bur © the Decalogue or Words of Be- 
« rith do not (ſays Mr Bate, p. 145) at 
« all affect the ſenſe of Berith as applied 
eto the typical blood, or as applied to 
« Chriſt the Real purification. So that 
<« the words of the purification may, without 
ce any great violence or ſtraining the mat- 
cc ter, be underſtood of thoſe words, terms, 
ce or conditions they (the people) ſubmit- 
<« ted to when the Berith was cut off.” 

Bur Berith is neither applied here to a 
victim cut off, nor to the typical blood, 
nor to Chriſt the real Purification, but to 
words or ferms, which the Lord commanded 
to be performed. And therefore it is do- 
ing violence to the text, and training the 
matter, to interpret it of any thing beſides 
thoſe words to which it is here ſo Le 
applied. 

IT was from thoſe words wrote on Stone 
that the Two Tables were ſtiled ra mn. 
It was not becauſe they contained a record 
of a Sacrifice, but becauſe they contained 
the written Commandments. So from thoſe 
Tables being „ in the Ark, — The 

Ark 
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Ark was alſo ſtiled ma N. It was not 
becauſe it contained any victim, or typical 
Blood, Cc. but becauſe it contained the 
Tables on which God had written the words 
that he ſpake. And conſequently, (for, I 
think, the concluſion is right,) Berith 
means neither more nor leſs in this text, 
than God's Word or Commandment. 

Wnar My Bate ſays further in Pp. 145. 
—that they were © called the two Tables 
« of Berith meaning the words of Berth, 
ce but that ſtill Berith is not the words that 
<« it was cut off upon,” is a diſtinction too 
ſubtle for me to penetrate into. Neither 
can I rightly comprehend what follows 
immediately after. Berth is here, (ſays 
<« he) what the LXX tranſlate it Auwa01x : 
e the Inſtitution of God, and that inſtitu- 
« tion was purification.” By which he 
ſeems intirely to quit what he had been 
advancing above, and to come at once to 
his point, v/z. purification, by a new and 
ſhorter method of induction. 2 

I SHALL likewiſe paſs over an extraordi- 
nary. os. ant or two that Mr Moody 
makes' uſe of, to prove that Berith ind 
Chriſt are Titles of one and the ſame per- 
ſon. The Rainbow was the Token of 
og © « Berith. 
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© Berith. (Gen. ix. 12, 13.) And it was 
* alſo the Token, or Emblem, of -Chrift. 
% Ezek.1. Rev. iv. Now as by the Axiom, 

* que conveniunt uni tertio conveniunt inter 
_ * Therefore Berith and Chriſt are titles 
<« of one and the ſame Perſon.” p. 172. 

Nor unlike to this is his Argument 
that Jehovah is called Berith in Scripture, 
ig. that in * Toſhua vi. 6 12. the 
« Ark is ſtiled indifferently the Ark of Be- 
« rith and the Ark of Sebovah p- 125. 
And when both words come together af- 
ter Ark as Mw n nm Nun. x. 33. & 
al. he thinks they may be rendered The 
Ark of the purifier Jebovab. * But as he 
only juſt mentions this, and ſubmits it to 
ts reader, I ſhall do the ſame. 

I sHALL alſo leave to the Reader's 
Judgment an inference ſuggeſted by Mr 
Moody from Lev. xxvi. 25. He will 
bring a ſword upon them that ſhall 


e avenge 


. 


* Mr Bate ſuggeſts the ſame interpretation, but with 
this difference, that he puts Berith laſt, and ſays the Ark 
was ſo called becauſe Jehovah the Berith was himſelf 
« exhibited in perſon upon it.“ þ. 145. But where doth 
he find the words ſo placed in Scripture as a title of God? 
And how ſhall we know, if ſuch liberties may be taken 
when Jehovah and Berith are put in Appoſition, and when 
Jehovah is governed by Beritb. 
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« avenge the quarrel of Berith”” Which 
looks (ſays our Author, p. 12 5.) as if Be- 
rith was a perſon, and to be taken per- 
ſonally in this place. 

ALL the texts which I had cited for the 
ſenſe of this Word, and were objected 
againſt under my conſtruction, have been 
re-examined, except a few which will fall 
more properly under enquiry in the Sec- 
tion concerning the ſenſe and agg of 


Carath, 
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ASH EKH being the common term 
for either Code of Scripture, Old 
or New, ſhould carry a ſenſe, one would 
think, in which all parties might agree. 
Vet theſe Gentlemen do not only differ 
from the reſt of mankind, but from each 
other alſo, when they come to deliver their 
ſenſe of it. 
« I is (ſays Mr Bate) the inſtitution of 
« God, and that inſtitution was puriſica- 
ce tion. p. 145. For though the Greek 
ce word doth not ſignify purification, yet it 
te leads us to that Idea almoſt whether we 
<« will or no.“ p. 180. 
« SECRETION, and not Covenant, 
ce (fays Mr Moody) is the principal, and 
„ ruling Idea. p. 151. Atabwen, in part, 
<« retains the Idea of Secretzon, of which a 
« proper di Ypojtron is one of the Effects. 


Pe 107. 
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IT is a Diſpofition, (according to the 
learned Author of the Chriſtian Plan) of di- 
vided pieces in two ſeparate parts. His 
words are (p. 66.) © As the Berith was 
« thus divided, %atmn was ſurely a very 
« expreflive word to give the ideal mean- 
ce ing of this tranſaction, the Verb ſigni- 
« fying to place the Pieces ſo divided in 
ce two ſeparate, parts.” 

TAE peculiarity of the Sentiment, as 
well as the Eminence of the Author, 
obliges me to give the firſt attention to his 
Remark. 

Wr might have had more Obſerva- 
tions from him upon Berith, had not, (as 
he acquaints us, p..64.) * Perſons of the 
e preateſt Abilities, and maſters of this 
* kind of learning, ſettled the meaning of 
e this word, as it ſtands ſingle or in ſyn- 
* tax, to the ſatisfaction (as he ſuppoſes) of 
all believers, who attend to what Wri- 
ce ters on each fide have to ſay, and hear 
« the whole evidence before they give 
« judgment. But as there is room, (he 
« ſays) for inſerting an additional ſupport, 
e which by connecting may contribute to 
< ſtrengthen the frame of the Fabric al- 


F 4 ready 


1 
ce ready raiſed by eminent hands.” He is 
pleaſed to throw it in. 

« THE LXX tranſlate Berith by diabmen. 

Now in order to juſtify the LXX 
5e in this point, it is neceſſary to remind 
ce the reader, 

« FIRST, that Berith ſignified the typi- 
& cal Sacrifice that was offered in what is 
commonly called making 4 Covenant. 

© SECONDLY, that in theſe Sacrifices 
* the Victim was divided into two equal 
*© parts, between which the contracting 
* parties paſſed.” p. 65. 

In a note, upon theſe words, As the 
Berith was thus divided. He cites Ave- 
narius, who, as he thinks, ſufficiently 
warrants what he here ſuggeſts. 

6 ppm Fadus, Pattum. Habet affini- 

c tatem cum Ma diviſit per medium; di- 
% membravit. Nam fœdera olim fiebant 
**£ ceremonus feriendi.“ Cc. 

n cultro vel ſecuri diviſit animalia 
& in duas partes, &c. 

Ox which our Author further fs. 
« It is obſervable that both theſe words 
cc conſiſt of the ſame textual letters, there 
6 being only an eaſy tranſpoſition of the 
S two radicals Reſh and Tau in the latter, 


„The 
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« The Jed is adventitious, and no part of 
« the Radix, but may perhaps here give 
ce jt the ſenſe of a Verb in Hiphil. Note 
in p. 66. 

I nap mentioned this derivation of Be- 
rith by a tranſpoſition of letters in a note 
at p. 94, of the Dsſſertations from Corn. 
de Lapide. But I ſpoke little of it there 

as ſeeming arbitrary and improbable. 
However, on this occaſion, I ſhall give 
my reaſons why I think it ſo. 
 Firsr, a wide field for uncertainties 
will be opened by allowing ſuch liberties 
to be taken, and accounting words a-kin 
in ſignification, becauſe they have the ſame 
letters in a different order. This Author 
himſelf would, I preſume, ſcarce allow 
Mr H.'s Account of y to be ſet aſide, 
by alledging that ſome Men of learning 
have thought it came per welabeow from 
5257 currus : Although one ſhould endea- 
vour to ſtrengthen their Obſervation from 
MII the chariot of the Cherubim in Scrip- 
ture, and apuates in Foſephus. 
2. Ir there be any affinity of words 
conſiſting of the ſame letters, it is only 
then, when they conſiſt of the ſame radi- 
cal letters. And therefore in the preſent 


caſe 
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caſe this Affinity can only be allowed up- 
on a ſuppoſition that n comes from 
1a, whoſe radical letters are the ſame 
with thoſe in Na, but of which the ſig- 
nification is unknown. But if n be a 
derivative from N or Ma (as this learned 
Author himſelf contends, p. 8.) then the 
HT is ſervile, and as much adventitious as 
the Jod, being no part of the Radix: For 
y is no more than a feminine termination. 
So that here is not a tranſpofition of the 
two Radicals Reſb and Tau, but only of 
the textual letters, whereof one is a ſervile 
in the Noun, though it be a radical in the 
Verb from whence the eaſy tranſpoſition i 18 
ſuppoſed. 

Bu T 3dly, If our Author intended in 
this remark to quit the derivation of Be- 
rith from 12 or Ha, and make it a deriva- 
tive per plaberw from Ma diviſit, it muſt 
take its ſignification from thence, and will 
not in its grammatical propriety convey the 
leaſt Idea of purifying, but only of cutting 
in two, So that what he quotes from Ave- 
narius diſagrees with what is ſaid by thoſe 

_ who have ſettled this matter (as he ſup- 
poſes) to ſatigfaction. And inſtead of in- 
ſerting an additional ſupport to firengthen 

the 
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the frame of the Fabric already raiſed, he 

hath thrown in an On that really 
weakens it. 

B u r he 1 from this Idea of 
Berith we may more plainly perceive the 
propriety of its verſion in the Greek. 

« As the Berith was thus divided, 
ce Jabnn was ſurely a very expreſſive word 
te to give the ideal meaning of this tran- 
« ſation, the verb ſignifying to place the 
e pieces ſo divided in two ſeparate parts.” 

Bu r, I believe, with ſubmiſſion, that 
darihn and diaribhE¹“i. do never ſignify the 
the placing pieces that are divided in two 
ſeparate parts. (This ſhould be the ſenſe 
rather of alſiribnui contra, ſeu ex diverſo po- 
nere.) Nor doth the Noun h ever ex- 
preſs ſuch meaning, nor even abs tho 
it be uſed in general for Diſpoſſtio. 

AN p therefore, when he further ſays 
at the cloſe of this paragraph, that in- 
« ſtead of cutting off a purifier, i. e. Slay- 
ce ing a Victim, we might call it cutting in 
ce tau a Sacrifice, from which true verſion 
« in Engh/h the propriety of that in the 
e LXX clearly appears I muſt beg his 
leave to differ from him. For although it 
were the true verfion in Engliſh (which I 
ſhall 
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ſhall prove it is not when I come to con- 
ſider Carath Berith in Syntax) ſtill it would 
not ſhew the propriety of the LXX ver- 
ſion, becauſe aria dib never expreſ- 
ſeth the ſenſe of 0:yolome * the cutting 
a Victim in two. 

AND thus much, by way of Remark 
on this learned Writer's incidental Obſerva- 
tion upon diam in a treatiſe on another 
Subject. And as he ſeems to ſtand ſingle 
in this New interpretation of the Greek 
phraſe, I preſume he will not, on ſecond 
thoughts, lay any ſtreſs upon it. 

Mx Moody proceeds in a different way. 
I had obſerved, (Diſſertations, p. 137.) that 
the LXX render Carath, when accom- 
panied with Berith, conſtantly (except per- 
haps a place or two) by dri And I 
aſked, if their verſion when ſupported by 
all other verſions, be of any authority for 
the ſenſe of words, Why it muſt be wholly 
ſlighted here ? 


He replies p. 174. © All the verſions 
ce copy the LXX. So that in reality they 
e are but one. They agree with the 
LXX in moſt places, if that can be called 
copying. But if he means that the other 
Verſions have taken the ſenſe of the He- 


brew 
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brew wholly from the LXX verſion, or 
have followed it implicitly, he is miſled by 
ſomebody in this notion, for the Syriac 
doth not, in this ſenſe, copy the LXX, 
nor the Chaldee, nor the Samaritan of the 
Pentateuch. 

H 18s next Qbſervation is, that if diari- 
bea be the proper ſenſe of Carath, then 
it and Berith are ſynonymous Words, be- 
cauſe they render Berith by damn, a noun 
from the verb driν,l. And 2 Chron. vii. 
18. And Haggai ii, 6. Our tranſlators 
have rendered Carath covenanting. ibid. 

Bu T what will he infer from thence ? 
If Carath, when ſingle, hath the ſenſe of 
covenanting in thoſe texts he mentions (as 
I ſhall hereafter ſhew it hath) why ſhould 
it drop that ſenſe in ſyntax with a ſynony- 
mous Noun ? If an Hebrew verb may not 
be ſynonymous with the noun it governs, 
what will be ſaid of mat Mat, ny y; 
Exod. xxiv. 5. p MP2, Lev. xxvi. 25. 
and Ezek. xxv. 12. and Hy . DD Y 
Yyow, Deut. xiv. 6. and the like in other 
texts? And diarilea; jn in the LXX 
New Teſtament (and even in Ariſtonbanes) 
is a phraſe of the ſame ſort in Greek. 


BuT 
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Bos if Mr Moody's meaning in this 
Obſervation be, that Berith not coming 
from Carath, as diabmen doth from diaribenat, 
cannot properly ſignify what %«f doth, 
if diarilepar: be the proper ſenſe of Carath 
(for different words in Hebrew muſt have 
different ſenſes, in conſequence of its being 
an ideal language) I fay, if this is the pur- 
port of his remark, he proceeded upon a 
wrong ſuppoſition. For the Greek verb 
$ar10pa is not given as the proper or radi- 
cal ſenſe of Carath, but is uſed to expreſs 
a Senſe that Carath always bears when 
joined with Berith, and ſometimes bears 
when ſingle. And ſo far as his Remark 
is founded on the ſuppoſed properties of an 
Ideal Language, an Anſwer will be pro- 
vided for it below, when the radical or 
primary ſenſes of Hebrew words come to 
be conſidered. 

In the mean time Mr Moody owns the 
noun © Berith may be rendered ahnen, 
« without doing any violence to the pri- 
ce mary Idea of the word. Becauſe a d:ſ- 
<« -ofition, which is the literal ſenſe of the 
« word (viz. v«lmn) by what means ſo- 
cc ever it is made retains in part the Idea 
te of Secretion (viz. the primary Idea of 


« 7a) 
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« p12) For to diſpoſe is to ſecrete perſons 
« or things to certain ſervices or conditions 
tc excluſive of others.” P. 149. And to 
the ſame effect, p. 107, and 151. 

I'T is indeed doing no further violence to 
the primary Idea of the word to render it by 
gahmen, than if we were to render it by 
with or adeps (if I may take an illuſtra- 
tion from Mr Aboab, p. 49.) becauſe Far, 
which is the literal ſenſe of thoſe words by 
what means. ſoever it is made, retains in part 
the Idea of Secretion : It is, ſays Mr Aboab, 
ce a purifaction of matter ſecreted through 
« particular tubes, ibid. And to fatten is 
to ſecrete things to certain ſervices and con- 
ditions exclufrve of others. And there are 
ſeveral other nouns, retaining in part the 

Idea of ſecretion, which, according to this 
Account, will be as good verſions of v2 
as diabnen is. Nor do I ſee what pretence 
Mr Moody can have, from this ſort of rea- 
ſoning, to prefer the ſenſe of Diſpoſition to 
that of Covenant, which dab alſo ſigni- 
fies, and which by his own confeſſion re- 
tains in part the Idea of Secretion, being, 
as he ſays, 4 ſecreting inſtrument, whether 
it be religious or civil, and limits to certain 
conditions, excluffoe of others, p. 124. 
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MR Bate excepts againſt Alabnun as a ver- 
ſion of Berth, on more Accounts than 
one. 
CT HE quarrel, ſays he) ſo warmly 


ce carried on againſt us, for not ſubmitting 


ce to conſtru Berith by Aialwn, I charge 


cc with a threefold Error. 

<« In the firſt place for making it neceſ- 
ce fary that the Hebrew and Greek names 
« for the ſame types, perſons, or things, 


« ſhould have the ſame radical Ideas,” 


P. 179- 
BUT who a this neceſſary, unleſs 
it be himſelf and Mr Moody? who will al- 


low of no Greek tranſlation of the He- 
brew Berith, but what carries the radical 


Idea of the word (according to their ſe- 


veral ſuppoſitions), viz. either purification 
or ſecretion : And who admits of dae 
upon no other footing than as it is (accord- 


ing to one of them) An inſtitution, which 
is purification, or (according to the other) 


A Diſpoſition, retaining the Idea of Se. 


cretion. 


Tuzy who underſtand both νν and 
Aab men of Covenant, according to the known 


uſage of the words, do not run back to 


the radical Ideas of either of them (which 


are 
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are different) as neceſſary to be kriown for 


. aſcertaining the meaning of them, but at- 


tend to, and abide by the uſe and import 
of the words themſelves in the Sacred 
Writings. So they are ſurely free from 
this firſt error charged: 

« FECONDLY, In ſuppoſing it ne- 
e ceflary that the Hebrew ſhould bend to 
« the Greek.” 761d. - 

Bur who ſuppoſes this? The ſenſe of 
the Hebrew in the Old Teſtament will 
ſometimes be cleared up by the Greek in 
the New. And ſometimes the Greek in 
the New Teſtament will be illuſtrated by 
the Hebrew in the Old, And it is moſt 
fit they ſhould be expounded by each 
other in all places where they refer to each 
other, and. where the language of the one 
may be ſubſervient to the better under- 
ſtanding the language of the other. But 
as for bending the Hebreto to the Greek, I 
know of none that have ſuppoſed it neceſ> 
fary, or have even thought it expedient, 
If any occaſion has been given for com- 
plaints of this nature, it will be found to 


have been given from another quarter, ui. 


by thoſe who. would make the Greek of 
the New Teſtament bend to the Hebrew of 


the 


[82] 
the Old: Nay, who infiſt upon what is 
much harder to be complied with. 
that we ſhall interpret the Greek, words.in 
the New Teſtament, as they think fit to in- 
terpret the correſponding Hebrew words in 
the Old. So that on ſome occaſions they 
will not allow us to ſay that Ayyaer fig- 
nifies An Angel or Meſſenger, that ela ſig- 
niftes ſeven, that wwlv and WT E0FKUVED ſignify 
to fall down and to worſhip, but we muſt 
take ſuch meanings of thofe Greek words 
in thoſe particular places, as hey give us 
from the Hebrew. I could name other 
inſtances of this kind, but J forbear it 
here, having mentioned theſe, occaſionally, 
only to ſhew Mr Bate where the charge of 
this ſecond Error is molt likely to fall, viz. 
by a tranſpoſition of the terms, on thoſe, 
who make the Greek bend to the Hebrew. 
As to the word diabwen, which hath 
given riſe to his Obſervation, it is ſo well 
adapted in fignification to the ſenſes of 
T1412. in the Old Teſtament, that there is 
hardly any word leſs exceptionable, or leſs 
capable of ſupporting his complaint, or 
juſtifying his quarrel with us for making 
the Hebrew bend to the Greek." For it is a 
word that takes in (as Grotius obſerves in 
S 2 e His 
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his Projeg. on St Matthew) the ſeveral ſenſes _ 
of n in the Hebrew Scriptures, viz. 
Covenant, Commandment, Ordinance: And 
only excludes the ſenſes of Yan, viz. 
Soap, and Mr H.s purifier and purifi- 
cation. | 8 | 
«THIRDLY, In conſtruing Aiabwn 

ce by Covenant, and ſo loſe that ſenſe of the 
ce word, which ſeems to me to reconcile 
ca the difference of the two words in a 
moment; for though the Greek word 
ce doth not figntfy purification, yet it leads 
« us to that Idea almoſt whether we will 
he Wes: 
WourD Mr Bate have us conſtrue 
diahmen (as he doth) by a word which, he 
ſays, it doth not fignify ? Or would he have 
us conſtrue it by inſlitution, which it doth 
ſometimes fignify, that we may be there- 
by led by Ideas to another ſenſe in which 
it is never taken? Neither the Greet nor 
Engliſb languages are Ideal. Neither dia- 
ben nor inſtitution in their grammatical 
propriety lead us to the Idea of puriſica- 
tion, much leſs do they lead us to it almoſt 
whether we will or no, Mr Bate ſays in- 
deed that Aab men is the inſtitution of God, 
and that inſitution was purification, p. 145. 
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But if what he ſaid p. 158. be true, viz. 
that Covenant was purification with the 
Ancients, then I apprehend that the Greek 
adn in its ſenſe of Covenant, and the En- 
gliſh word Covenant, as its verſion, lead us 
more directly to the Idea of purification, 
than diabnan, conſtrued in Mr Bate's way, 
doth. And therefore he cannot juſtly 
complain that © in conſtruing daun by Co- 
« venant we loſe that ſenſe of the Word 
« which ſeems to him to reconcile the dif- 
« ference of the two words in a moment.” 
Bu x after all, whether Mr Bate will 
ſubmit to conſtrue Berith by diabnen, or not, 
or to conſtrue diabhen by covenant, there is 
ſuch: evidence in the New Teſtament of 
ab nn fignifying covenant, and expreſſing 
under that | ſenſe the true meaning of 772 
in the Old Teſtament, as I believe moſt 
people who attend to it will ſubmit to. 
Tur Apoſtles not only uſe the LXX 
verſion of n by Alabnen in their quota- 
tions, but they make it alſo their own word 
in their Arguments from, and in their Al- 
luſions to, the 1-712. of the Hebrews. 
To give ſome inſtances of each. 

8 Paul quotes Jer. Xxxi. 33. in Heb. 
viii. 10. and again in Heb. x. 16. 
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« THIS is the Covenant (diabmen) that I 
« will make with the Houſe of Iſrael af- 
ce ter thoſe days, I will put my laws into 
te their mind, and write them in their 
« hearts; and I will be their God, and 
e they ſhall be my people.” &c. 

TE words at the beginning of this 
quotation, run in the Hebrew TWWAN-NRT 
MOR WH which by the conſtruction of 
Mr Aboab will fi gnify, This is the purifier 
or victim which I will cut off, Sc. Ac- 
cording to Mr Moody, This is the Secreter . 
According to Mr Bate this is the Purifica- 
tion, But can the words following be 
made to agree with theſe Conſtructions ? 
— his is the purifier or ſecreter which 
I will cut of with the Houſe of Iſrael, I 
will put my laws into their mind, Sc. Do 
theſe expreſſions correſpond ? 

Ir might indeed be ſaid, This is the 
Inſtitution, or this is the Purification, viz. 
the manner in which I will purify them, 7 
will put my Law, &c. But , if they 
hold ariedly to its ſenſe of cutting of, ex- 
cludes this conſtruction likewiſe : For it is 
not ſenſe to ſpeak of cutting off the Inſti- 
tution, or the manner in which God would 
purify them Fer. 
i r BuT 
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BuT what 1s more, the verſion uſed 
St Paul (on account of which I now cite 
this text) will not admit of any of theſe 
ſenſes. Avln n diabmen m Jinlncouar, For the 
verb $anifcuas doth never ſignify to cut off 
(any more than to cut in tus, as is ſug- 
geſted without any proof in the Chriſtian 
Plan, ſee above). And the noun dabmen, 
by Mr Bate's own confeſſion doth not ſig- 
nify purification. It is true theſe words 
are quoted from the LXX. Yet if they 
had been improper ones, or contrary to 
the ſenſe of the Original, there is all rea- 
ſon to think St Paul would have changed 
them, eſpecrally the verb, ſeeing he hath 
changed it no leſs than three times in his 
quotations from the Old Teſtament, and 
put for , inſtead of the LXX word 
diaribeha, three other Greek verbs, any one 
of which being joined with Gann, are as 
expreſſive of the Hebrew phraſe m2 379 
as diariſemai diane 18, See below in Section 
the 1 5th... | 
Tus again, when he ſpeaks in the 
fame Epiſtle of a. waxes vue Fas 2 (Heb, 
IX. 4.) and blo v dabmens (Heb. vii. 22.) 
he uſes the words of the LXX for yrs 
and 1712 JR, Which may therefore be 
looked 


3 
looked upon as a confirmation of their 
verſion of Nn in theſe expreſſions. But 
when he ſpeaks of the Covenant made with 
Abraham, which the law could not diſ- 
annul, ſtiling it dab men w οεννενοετνννάενν, Gal. 


ili. 17. he himſelf chooſes to expreſs the 


i God made with Abraham by diabwen. 
Which covenant, though always one and 
the ſame in ſubſtance, yet being frequent- 
ly renewed to the Patriarchs, he elſewhere 
renders in the plural, Ze rw Awfnwy Tis 
Eray, Strangers from the Covenants of 
promiſe, Eph. ii. 12. When Zacbarias, 
Luke i. 72. ſpake of this Covenant with 
the Fathers, though we know not by what 
word he expreſſed the Hebrew n in the 
language then in uſe, yet that he did it 
by ſome word of the ſame ſenſe with dia · 
dn, we cannot doubt, becauſe St Luke in 
giving his Hymn in Greek, tranſlates the 
expreſſion by pwmobnea d ayins als, 
Travs alſo when St Stephen, in relating 
the firſt appointment of Circumciſion, or 
the n MMA Covenant in the fleſh, Gen. 
xvii. 9, 10, 13. ſpake in Syriac what 
St Luke interprets by dab wigouns, tho 
it is uncertain what terms the Martyr uſed, 
yet we may be aſſured he uſed ſome word 
25 OBS” proper 


1838 
proper to expreſs the p12 in Genefis, nd 


that the word he uſed is as properly made 
Greek by dab. 


Tus again, when New Teſtament or 


New Covenant is by St Paul compared 
with, or oppoſed to, the Old, under "ach 


expreſſions as follow, A: dvw dab, Gal, 


iv. 24. (One from Mount Sinai, which 
was u wgwln diabmen, Heb. ix. I 5. and viii. 13.) 
and n wana, 2 Cor. iii. 14. [The other 
which is ſtiled x«wn, 2 Cor. iii. 6, va, Heb. 
X11. I 4. ut lan, Heb. viii. 6. &iwyog, Heb. 
xili. 20, of which Chriſt was weoilns, Heb, 
ix. 15. and xii. 24. and Eyyos, Heb. vii. 22, 
And his Apoſtles Ajaxovn, 2 Cor, iii. 6. It 
is evident that n of the Old Teſtament, 
is tranſlated, or referred to in ſeveral in- 
ſtances by the Greek word dae , not un- 
der the ſenſe of purification, as Mr H. and 
Mr Bate preſume, or of ſecretion as Mr 
Moody ſuppoſes, but in the ſenſe of Cove- 
nant ; in which ſenſe it is moſt commonly 
taken in the New Teſtament, and in the 


Chriſtian Writers: Whereas thoſe other 


ſenſes recommended from their ſuppoſed 


propriety in an ideal language, were never 
found to go along with damen in any Aur 


thor that hath uſed the word, 
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Bur Covenant being by Mr H.'s inter- 
fiction excluded the G10 Teſtament, Mr 
Bate thinks it convenient to exclude it al- 
ſo from the New. And Mr Moody goes 
ſo far as to argue for two pages againſt 
the very Notion of a Covenant between 
C God 4 Man, which, he tells us, took, 
& its riſe from the miſconſtruction of Be- 
« jth,” p. 166. And what is commonly 
called the Covenant of Grace to which 
Man was admitted after his Fall, * could 
* 220 more (he ſays) be 4 covenant between 
« Him and His Creator, than there can 
te be concord between Chriſt and Belial. 

16 
" 522 inſtance I brought in the Diſſer- 
tations, of the uſe of 3 in alluſion to 
yu, which I thought proper to lay a 
ſtreſs upon, v12.  aya Ty Rn diafnng in 
St Matthew's Account of the inſtitution of 
the Lord's Supper, compared with «a 
Prabmens 3 St Paul's quotation of the LXX 
in expoſition of T2 BY in Exodus. (ſee 
Heb. ix. 20. Matth. xxvi. 28.) 

Bor in doing this I gave, It ſeems, 
occaſion of great Surprize both to Mr 
Bate and Mr Moody on account of my in- 
gadvertency. For in page 125, I happened 

| | to 
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of a tranſlation (eſpecially in the Language 


it be only a tranflation of the words which 


and according to the true meaning of the 
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to fay, that our Lord at the inſtitution of 
his Supper wſed the ſame expreſſion aa dia- 
baung, which J had juſt before obſerved was 


the expreſſion by which St Paul expound- 5 


ed the Hebrew Pm2 . And prefently . > 
after, almoſt in the ſame breath, I added, 0 
that if the blood of the Covenant had been 1 


an exceptionable expreſſion, Our Lord would N 5 


AND ſo here I have made Our Saviour 43 
not only ſpeak in Greet, but in Enghfh 2} 
too, though I afterwards granted that he 
ſpoke in Syriac. 

Bur it is ſo common to uſe the words 


po 


one writes in) inſtead of the Original, and 
fo juſtifiable alſo to argue from the Greek 
of the New Teſtament, which, though 
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our Lord and his Diſciples and the Jews 
of his time ſpake, is yet to us the Original 
Record of His and their Sayings, that no 
body, I think, ſcruples it. On preſump- 
tion that what He or they ſpoke in Syrzac 
is reported by the Evangeliſts Faithfully, 
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language He or they ſpoke in. And I 
took care to appriſe my Reader, in this 
ks | very 
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gi ery inſtance, that although Our Lord de- 
5 livered himſelf at his laſt Supper in the 
3 Syriac language, yet it made no alteration 
in the force or propriety of my Argument 
from dabmen, which was the word uſed to 
onvey his meaning by to after Ages. | 
In ſtrictneſs, indeed, there may be 
ſome inaccuracy in my manner of expreſ- 
ſing myſelf on this Occaſion. Yet it is ſo 
-Y ſmall as not to have offended the delicacy 
of my Examiners in that point which was 
3 moſt exceptionable, viz. making our Sa- 
vicur tall Enghſh. And ſo unavoidable in 
the other Article on which they charge 
me, that they themſelves, even both my 
Cenſurers, have, on this very occaſion, 
under their great amazement at my inad- 


vertency, ſiipped into the Jame * 9. 


No 


* Ms Bate having quoted my words, viz. * And which 
« is more remarkable, Qur Saviour himſelf has uſed the 
fame expreſſion apa Jiabnxys, in the moſt ſolemn 
« form of words, Matth. xxvi. 28.” Replies ——* HE 
« HAS SO. And alluded, as I doubt not, to the blood 
of Berith in the Old Teſtament. p. 170. 
Hs had given a former inſtance of a like way of ſpeak- 
ing in Examiner Examined, p. 51. Our Bleſſed Seviour 
and the inſpired Writers of the New Teſtament, did 
«« not intend the Frew phraſes they uſed as tranſlations, &c. 
Ms Moody, p. 165.—— The word (wi. Aebnxn) 
is explained by Chriſt of himſelf. For firſt it is called 
bu T0 
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No body, I truſt, will ſay, that they 
hereby contradict themſelves, as Mr Moody 
is pleaſed to ſay of me. But every body, 
1 preſume, | will think that, by commit- 
ting and overlooking the like inaccuracy 
in themſelves, they have wiped off the 
cenſure they would have faſtened upon 
their humble Servant. 

HowEVER, as we are fallen once more 
upon this paſſage of the Goſpels, I ſhall 
ſpeak a little further to it. 

As Chriſt did not ſay $afmn, ſo we have 
no great reaſon to think he ſaid na, tho 
Grotius ſeems to think he did, giving this 
reaſon © Nam eã voce haud dubie eſt 
te uſus pro qua Græci Scriptores more Sep- 
| e tuaginta 


* 76 41144, jv, the Blood of me. And then, 20 (ſcil. a H 
«© 7Tys xathngs ih, f ,, the blood of the new S1rabnxn, 
«. wherein Chriſt CALLS HIMSELF AIAOHKH, 
jn oppoſition to the Sr281xy of the Old Teſtament.” 

I po not charge Mr Moody here, as he hath done me, 
with great inſenfibility ; but I muſt take notice of another 
thing. viz that if his Account be right, that Chriſt was 
himſelf H tain A, in this inſtitution, he not only 
differs from Mr H. and Mr Bate (neither of whom under- 
ſtand it perſonally i in this place,) but he ſhould alſo tell us 
how we are to interpret St Luke xxii. 20. Tu] 70 #071p10v 
„n xaivn Iahnun & To ata): ww. Let him conſider 


this, and- the conſequences of _— as he doth, on the 
Krict letter of the text. 
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« tuaginta Viriim poſuerunt %a0mny voca- 
« bulum.” Proleg. ad Annot. in Matt. 
There could, indeed, be little doubt of this 
if there were any evidence that our Lord 
ſpake Hebrew, and not Syriac, the lan- 
guage then in uſe. But as the learned, I 
think, are agreed “ that he converſed in 
the 


Ius except here the learned Author of The Chri- 
ian Plan, who ſays, ſpeaking of Hebrew, i 
« For a demonſtration of the ſupreme dignity and pre- 
« eminence of this language, It was uſed by God's own 
% people, more or leſs, during a courſe of 4000 years, 
« and upwards ; and by our Lord himſelf; even after his 
« aſcenſion, as we are infa/libly aſſured by St Paul. For 
« in his ſpeech before King Agrippa, Ads xxvi. 14, 15. 
« he ſays that our Bleſſed Saviour himſelf ſpake to him in 
© the Hebrew language, at the time, and upon the Occa- 
* fion of his converſion.” Pref. to the Chriftian Plan, 
P- 9. . 1 Wa 2 
Bur as the infallibility of this proof reſts wholly on 
St Paul's telling Agrippa that Chriſt ſpake to him u E- 
Ceatdt de 9, I apprehend the Demonſtration will 
fail. For St Luke ſays, A&s xxi. 40. that St Paul ſpoke 
to the multitude zu ECE UNI, who hearing 
that he ſpake to them in the Hebrew tongue Ty EC- 
* 11 SianerJo; Chap. xxii. 2. kept the more filence.” 
Now this was the vernacular tongue, the language of Je- 
ruſalem. Vid. Druſius, Gualperius, Grotius, among the 
Criticks, or Leu/den's Phil. Heb. And above all Walton in 
his Proleg. to the Polyglot, who ſhews by Arguments, to 
which ſcarcely any thing can be added, that the language 
of Jeruſalem in our Saviour's time was not properly He- 
brew. And Mr Meody himſelf, after obſerving that When 
. ** Our 
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the language which was in his time in 
Feruſalem, we may fairly ſuppoſe he uſed 
ſome Syriac word. - Of which there are 
two in the Verſions of the Bible, viz. the 
Syriac Verſion of n in the Pentateuch 
is era. (The Hebrew word with the 
Syrian termination.) But in the Hiſtori- 
cal books that follow, it is the Greek word 
in Syrian letters, which expreſſed in the 
Hebrew characters will be p, daha, 
which laſt word is found in the Syriac 
verfion in thoſe places of St Matthew: and 
St Paul, which gave occaſion to this piece 
of criticiſm. 

Now though it is uncertain * ei- 
ther of theſe, or which of them, was uſed 
by our Saviour, yet if it was the latter, 
vi. TIv7 (which ſeems to have been the 
lateſt in uſe) there is not ſo great a ſlip in 
what both I and my Opponents ſaid about 
his uſing dabwen, as one, diſpoſed to cavil, 
would at firſt ſight imagine. 

BUT whatever word he uſed, there is 
no reaſon to believe it was a word that ſig- 


nified, 


« our Lord Sides from Heaven at St Paul's converſion, 
« jt was in the Hebrew tongue as is recorded, p. 162. 
adds in a note, I mean by the Hebrew, that language 
« which the learned ſuppoſe was then in uſe, and in which 
dur Saviour and the Jews, &c. ſpoke.” “. 
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nified, or whoſe root denoted, purification, 
as Mr H. renders diabmen: Or that he uſed 
any word that muſt neceſſarily be inter- 
preted of his own Perſon according to 
Mr Moody. For if he had, why ſhould 
not the Evangeliſts in reporting his Com- 
mand, have done it by ſome Greek word 
denoting purification, or expreflive of his 
being himſelf the New Berith or Secreter ? 
The Apoſtles, at leaſt, would have given 
ſome hint of 7heſe ſenſes, as the Command 
itſelf was of the greateſt importance to the 
Chriſtian . Church. We ſhould probably 
have found ſome traces of theſe expoſitions, 
though only traditional, among the primi- 
tive Fathers; and ſo neceſſary a knowledge 
for our right underſtanding the words of 
the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt, would not 
have been quite hidden from us till Mr H. 
aroſe, to open the true Senſe of the Scrip- 
tures to us, and till Mr Moody ſucceeded 


to improve upon, and compleat his Expo- 
fitions. 


SECT, 


SECT. XIII. 


E 


N my Diiſertations T had ſaid little up- 


L on this verb, ſuppoſing that if my Ac- 
count of Berith before given was right, 
the ſenſe of Carath in conjunction with it, 
when it meant à covenant, would be ſoon 
determined. 

Bor Mr Moody tells me, p. 175, © that 
<« the application of Carath to covenants, 
ce is begging the Queſtion *, that it was ap- 
„ plied to beaſts cut of in Sacrifice, which 
« act of cutting off beaſts, called 12 M2, 
ce was the Ritual at making covenants.” 


* AND again at p. 176, upon my giving inſtances of the 
ſame kind in Greek and Latin verbs, as re when uſed 
with opx.ov, and ferio with fadus, Mr Moody ſays, ©* here 
*« is another petitio principii, viz. that they are applied to 
% Covenants." | 
; PERHAPS 
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PrnnaPs he does not ſuppoſe that he 
alſo is here begging the Queſtion on his part. 

For we have nothing more either from 
him, or from the Gentlemen of the fame 
fide, than a ſuppoſition (firſt made by 
Mr H.) that becauſe Carath is once found 
in the deſcription of the fœderal Rite, 
Jer. xxxiv. 13. therefore Carath Berith 
may ſignify the cutting off beaſts in all the 
expiatory Sacrifices ; Berith (the victim as 
they ſay in thoſe ſacrifices) ng þ inter- 
preted the purifter. 

Tus inference appears to me - EW 
trary and groundleſs; and I ſhall: now 
give my reaſons; why I think 88 more 
at lar 88. 

Bur I muſt previouſly appriſe my Rea- 
der that the conceſſions, as they are called, 
which Mr Moody at p. 175. and Mr Bate, 
p. 182. lay hold of as being made by me 
in the Di/ſertotrons, viz. © that cutting is 
* ſtrictly ſpeaking the only ſenſe of Ca- 
* rath; that the application of it to co- 
* venants was entirely otbing- to the uſe of 
* the word in Sacrifices, when they cut 


* of beaſts,” are not 'conceſſions of my 


own, but aſſertions cited from the other 
fide, in order to ſhew that if they were 
PARx II. * allowed, 
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allowed, they * not do any ſervice to 
Mr Hs Cauſe. 
Tuus in 5. 138. of the D ſertatiom, 
my words are But it may be ſaid, Is not 
to cut or cut off the proper ſenſe of 
Carath; and is not the application of it 
to covenants, entirely owing to the uſe 
'< of the word an Sacrifices, &c. ?. Suppoſe 
it mas, yet it might become i in a: peace of 
E wah,” Ke; WS 7 95 hiin 
AAN, in p. 139˙ 38017 
« BUT flill it nay be Arbe the 
Idea of cutting muſt. be preſerved, be- 
cauſe it is the firſt or radical ſenſe of 
the Word, ' and ſtrictly ſpeaking the only 
« ſenſe. To which 1 anſwer,” &. 
Tur uſe Mr Moody is pleaſed to make 
of this: way of arguing from their own Hy- 
Pot heſis, is, after leaving out what would 
have ſecured my meaning, (via. it may be 
Jaid. . Suppoſe it was——ftill it may be 
aug gerd. anſwer, &c.) to give 'me 
thechonour of being of the ſame opinion 
with hirnſelf. Therefore as cutting 
(ſfays he) to uſe the Doctors own words, | 
eis the oply proper ſenſe of .Carath, . &c. 
P. 17 3. —— And Mr Bate in the ſame 
ee P. n 1: „ It is not e 


6 « that 


4e 
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« that cutting off is not the genuine Senſe 
ce of Carath, and ſtrictly ſpeaking the on- 
e proper ſenſe, ſee Page Us the Diſerta- 
ce 7107s, 139. | 
Ap then as to the application of ca- 
rath to covenants, as bein g entirely owing 
to the uſe of the word in Sacrifices, up- 
on which I faid; «© Suppoſe it was; Mr 
Moody makes the ſuppofitton ſo much my 
own dbctrine, as to ſay One would 
really think this is giving up the point,” 
P. 135. 80 Mr Bate upon the ſame paſ- 
ſage. “ Here the Doctor ſeems to me 
eto give up the whole 0” at once.” * 
p. 182 
Bor as I did not give up the une 
then, ſo neither have T found reaſon from 
any — faid * my Opponents to give it 
1 Pon in the firſt place I do not find 
that they are rightly agreed among them- 
ſelves about the firſt and radical Idea or 
proper ſenſe of Carath; any more than they 
were about thoſe of A/ab and Berith, 
' Mr Moody fays, © the proper and ori- 
© ginal ſenſe of 1 is fo cut or Cue uf” 
„ 


H 2 Mx 
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Mx Bate ſays it © ſignifies to cut off « a 


e piece, or cut in pieces, p. 107. 


MR Aboab, that c hath 20 3 Ui fr. 


nification than that of cutting aſunder, or 
dividing in twain, p. 53. Which the Au- 
thor of The Chriſtian Plan ſeems to eſpouſe, 


þ. 67. where he tells us, that inſtead of 


cutting off a purifier, we might call it cut- 
ting in two a Sacrifice, 

Ix the Idea of cutting they al agtee. 
But in attempting to give it with greater 
preciſion, they preſent us with divers 
Ideas, one of which perhaps may be fre- 
quently retained in the uſes of the Verb, 
but ſeldom more than one. Cutting off is 
our tranſlation of it in all the places where 
it ſignifies defiroying, laying, extermina- 
ting, &c. ex. gr. in the text where it is 
firſt met with in Scripture, Gen. ix. 11. 
„Neither ſhall all Fleſh be cut of ( 
any more by the waters of a flood.” 
But this neither conveys the Idea of /im- 
þle cutting, nor of cutting in Raul, nor of 
cutting in twain, N. 

Wu it is uſed with =v, 'a Name, 


2 vii. 9. Ruth iv. 10. Ta. XIV. 22. 
xlviii. 19.—lvi. 5. Zech. xii, 2. Or with 


Wi 
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Vt 4 remembrance, or memorial, Pſal. xxxiv. 

17. and cix. 15. Or with Tmpn expedta- * 
tion, hope, Prov. xxiii. 18. Or with dn 
kindneſs, 1 Sam. xx. 15. Or with pa 

Pride, Zech. ix. 6. It can neither convey 

the idea of cutting in Pieces, nor of cutting 

aſunder, or dividing in twain a name, a 
memorial, or an expectation, Sc. Why 

then muſt it convey that idea when joined 

with ? | 
AND in other inſtances where it is not ll 
rendered in our Bibles by cutting off, but 
by other words that do not preſerve the 

Hebraiſm ſo much as failing, lacking, i 
2 Sam. iii. 29. 1 Kings ii. 4, Sc. or chew- i 
ing of food, Numb. xi. 33, *. Though i 
ſome one of the Ideas above given may be i 
faintly conveyed, yet all of them cannot. f 
Whence I apprehend ſome of theſe Gen- it 
tlemen muſt have given the Idea wrong : 

And in this reſpect againſt their own prin- 

ciples alſo, v/z. that they give a ſenſe to 

this root which belongs more properly and 

determinately to other roots, whereas, they 

fay, no ond roots have the fame wwe 


. 


On . 


0 0 


* A _—_— * * * Þ 2 * as © WI PIE I 


Lear Mr * compare theſe —— of th verb wich. 
what he ſays at p. 101. that Carath wherever je i uſed, ex- | 
dept with Berich, ſignifies univerſally to lay, or cut off. 


H 3 Tus 


- — — —— — 
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Tuvs for, inſtance, in the applications 
of it to Sacrificature, to which they holly 


apply it in this diſpute, 


Wren Mr Moody interprets it of cutting. 
off an Animal, he gives it the ſame ſenſe. 
with nat and vw. 

Wurx Mr Bate conſtrues it of cutting 


in pieces, he gives it the ſame ſenſe with 


NM. 
Ax p When Mr Aboab render, it by 
cutting aſunder, or dividing, he, makes it 


the ſame in ſenſe with Mu and Man, and 


"12, 1 Kings iii. 2 5. 

AND, what is more, theſe ather words 
of the ſame ſenſe they give to Carath, are 
the proper ſacrificial terms uſed in Scrip- 
ture, as I ſhall ſhew, below: whereas Ca- 
rath is never uſed in deſcribing, the Legal 
Sacrifices, and but once uſed in the fade- 
ral Rite, Jer. xxxiv. inſtead of Ma (Which 
is the word on the like occaſion, Gen. XY, 
10.) not as being of, itſelf. equivalent in 


ſenſe with Wa, but with this further ad - 


dition EYW2. WD, Which makes it cor- 

reſpond more fully with the ſenſe of Mn. 
2. Ax p in the next place, when 79 

is uſed with Maa, (as alſo in an inſtance 


or two. where it is caſe, by, itſelf) it dott 


*%S $7 .. 4 


1 203] In 
not appear, otherwiſe than by their aſſer- 
tions, that it carries any Idea of cutting at 


all. Therefore when Mr Moody ſays, p. 15 . 
that Carath Berith © in the force and gram- 


matical propriety of the words, alas 


« ſignifies to c off a'ſecreter or purifier, 


« and" implies Sacrifice,” I: fear he ſpeaks 


too peremptorily. For I cannot ſuppoſe it 


doth ſo, ex. gr. in Job xxxi. 1. 5915 A 


yyh, I have made à covenant with mine 


eyes. This cannot be underſtood of cut- 


ting off à puriſer with his Eyes, or of a 


real Sacrifice. It is a phraſe which either 
ſignifies properly and grammatically to make 
a Covenant, or is by cuſtom and uſage ac- 
commodated to that ſenſe, and applied in 
this paſſage * metaphorically to the Eyes. 
Surely this alſo will not be called begging 
the Queſtion ; however, I ſhall examine 
more cloſely into the Seripture ſenſe of 
Carath Berith, and enquire particularly 
whether it ever /ignifits, as they ſay, cut- 
ing off a purifier, or as Mr Bate rather 
chooſes to fay, cutting of a purification. 
3. NM Is uſed in the Account given of 


the Rite for making Covenants, Jer. xxxiv. 


18. And there is no footſtep (as Biſhop 
Patrick obſerves) of this Rite any where 
: H 4 in 


* 
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in Scripture, ſave only in this place, and 
in Gen. x. 15. where it is firſt mentioned, 
and by which it appears to have been very 
ancient, 

THEsE two places compared and con- 
ſidered by Mr H. in a peculiar way, have 
given riſe to the New Interpretation of 
Czrath Berith, and to the application of that 
phraſe to the legal Sacrifices, and to the 
conſtruction of it under that application 
by cutting off a purifier ; as the Reader 
may ſatisfy himſelf by turning to Mr H.'s 
citation of theſe two paſſages, and his 
comment on the firſt of them, Val. IV. 
P. 365. of his Works, in the Chapter on 
Beritb. 

FIN DING in Gen. x. 15. after the de- 
ſcription of the animals that were divided, 
and of the burning lamp that paſſed be- 
tween their parts, &c. the following words 
at ver. 18, aN NR VV IND RN BN 
den DN n te a mma: He ex- 
plains the former part of the verſe thus. 
* In that fame day Y Fehovab with 
Ahram MMA cut off the purifier (the 
Emblem of the Purifier. ")—And then 
cites Fer. xxxiv. 18. where Carath is uſed 
in the deſcription of the Rite itſelf to ex: 


preſz 


* 
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preſs the cutting the calf in twain, which 
calf Mr H. further apprehended was called 
in the ſame verſe Berith. On the ſtrength 
of which expreſſions, he applies the noun 
Berith in Genefis to the animals that were 
divided, and the verb Carath to the divi- 
ding them, &c. and drops the remaining 
part of the ſentence NO &c. Saying to 

thy feed, &c. Which words by their imme- 
diate reference to the foregoing, plainly 
ſhew that a Covenant is to be underſtood by 
Berith, and the making that Covenant by 
Carath —— Yet rather than admit, as all 
other interpreters. had done before him, 
this obvious ſenſe of the phraſe, he not 
only applies Berith ſingular to ſeveral 
animals that were cut aſunder, but Carath 
to the action of cutting thoſe animals aſun- 
der, altho hat action is expreſſed at ver. 
10. by Ma, not by ; and further, he 
aſcribes this action which was Abraham's to 
Jehovah himſelf. 
| AnD upon this conſtruction of his own, 
that Jehovah did Y cut off, IAA the vic- 
tims, tho' it is evident from the preceding 
verſe that Jebovab did not; he builds as 
follows. 8 ö , N 


«Tug 
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de PR ſame word N as is uſed: in 
et cutting off Berith, is uſed xod. iv. 25. 
for cutting off the foreſkin, and if any male 
t were not circumeiſed he was Gen. xvii 14. 
te by the ſame word to be cui off, (ſlain).“ 
Huus the way is is prepared for the 
like uſage of 175, viz. to expreſs the cut. 
ting f or ſlaying. beaſts in Sacrifice. 

FR oO Mthence proceeding to eth 
of Exod. where the firſt Sacrifices at the 
giving of the Law are mentioned, he ob- 
ſerves that Nat the word there uſed; ſt 
nifies according to M. de Calafio . To cut the 
e throat, behead, kill a ſheep or other animal 
which is eat upon account of Sacrifice.“ 
Preſuming, I conceive, that as n did pro- 
perly expreſs the very. ſame actions it might 
be underſtood of them in ver. 8. where it 
occurs with: Berith,- eſpecially as the blood 
of the Victims is n 1 called der blood 
of Beritbz. 

HE NC E he ks et beheld the 
te blood of the covenant which the Lord 
hath made with you concerning all theſe 
words in the following manner... 

„ BgnoLD the blood of Brrith (che blood 
*« of the Bulls the type of the Perſon, and 
" 1 blood the Type of the blood of _— 

©« tne 
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e which Jebouab mo. cutteth, 
ſlayeth) with you upon. eh 
„rig p. 36. 
Bur now. here again Gareth. in. the, 
ſenſe of flying. (viz, the beaſts) is applied 
by him to Jebouab, tho that act was per- 
formed, by the young, men chat Moſes ap- 
pointed to it, and ĩs deſeribed by ce αν ma 
ver. 5. (not Ta s) where too theſe. 
Sacrifices are ſaid to be ſlaiu, not by but 70 
Jebouab, who is in no text of ſcripture ſaid, 
non can be ſaid, 72, /lay or fer a Saarifices 
And:,Ber ith is alſo again applied here by; 
Mr. H. in the. Angular Per. to Victims 
plural the bulls lain. 177% 

_ Ir, is not denied that theſaond, all abet 
expiatory Sacrifices under the Law, were 
repreſentations, or types of the great atone- 
ment to be made, in the fullneſs of time, 
for Sin. Nor, that ſuch ſagrifiqes did pu- 
rify in the. ſenſe, and degree intended by 
their inſtitution, ; But the allowing, of this 
will not determine the ſenſe/either! of Ca- 
rath or Beritb in this text, nor exclude the 
common interpretation of them, by making 
a. Covenent, as I ſhew'd at p. 131, &c. of 
the. Diſſertations. For it is as plain there was 
a Covenant made at that time as that ſacri- 

fices 
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fices were offered. And the blood of Berith 
is much eaſier accounted for, takin g Berith 
to ſignify covenant, (which. acceptation I 
EX plained and vindicated, Diſſertations, p- 
123, &c.) than the blood Berith in the 
verſe foregoing, taking Berith to ſignify the 
Victims; of which phraſe Mr H, tho” he 
Cites it, hath not ao ye 3 to give us 
ay explanation. 

HowEveR it ſeems he thought ſo 


well of his own conſtruction of Carath 
Berith in this text, as to look upon that 


phraſe as expreſſive, and properly uſed, of 
every expiatory Sacrifice that followed un- 
der the Moſaic Diſpenſation. For he con- 
cludes hereupon—— Sacrifice was a con- 
< tinued. — of this act, and many 
< of the Sacrifices (via expiatory) repreſent- 
ce ed this perſon, viz. the Purifier ; as Pſal. 
« I. 5, ya cutting off (flaying) my 
« purifier in Sacrifice.” (1614. * 

AN D by this interpretation of Carath 
Berith his followers do generally abide. 
And if he himſelf hath fallen ſhort, or is 


not explicit enough in his exprefſions, 7h 
make up the deficiency. For Mr M 


= P- weg the“ He is very conciſe i in his 
29 60 chap- 
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« chapter upon Beriib; only throws out a 
« few: hints for others to improve.“ 

I 1MAGINE: he hath given a broad hint 
in his citation and verſion of Pſal. I. 5. that 
Carath Berith wherever it occurs is to be 
underſtood of a Sacrifice. I venture to ſay 
it is the intended concluſion from his premi- 
ſes ahovementioned. And I may ſupport my 
ſaying ſo by Mr Maody's authority, who tells 
us (p⸗ 1 19.) that Pſal. J. 5. ob; explains the 
« ghraſe of Sacrifice, fo that in the places 
« where Carath Berith occurs, a ſacrificial 
«-a& muſt be ſuppoſed to have been per- 
« formed.” And Mr Bate ſays If the 
Poctor admits'Mr\C—'s interpretation of 
« m2 H in this text the diſpute is over.” 
p. 119. Which is very true with reſpect to 
myſelf, for ſhould J admit this I ought 
never to pretend to diſpute any thing with 
them hereafter. For this paſſage is ſo far 
from being deciſive in their favour, that it 
ſtrongly makes againſt their conſtruction. 
For the Pſalmiſt's words are Nat Hy upon or 
over a Sacrifice. Now what is the meaning 
of cutting off my purifer [712] over a Sa- 
crifice? Mr H. renders it IN Sacrifice. But 
this is not the ordinary ſenſe of the Hebrew 
prepoſition, And tho Noldius doth give 


[to] 
many paſſages in which he'tranſlates it by 
in, yetthatLatin particle hath various ſenſes: 
and I much doubt whether H or Hy will 
be found to bear in any place that ſenſe of 
in which tlie expreſſion in Sacrifice preſents, 
They who affirm it doth ought to prove it. 
And af cutting off Berirb is the ſame (as 
they fay) with aying a victim, (the cype 
of the purifier) TH AT and Hat Sacrifice 
will carry the ſame ſenfe, and the one, can- 
not be fail to be done pn or ober the other, 
Mx are nds Bůrith in this text by 
purification, p. 118. But ſtill the difficulty is 
not cleared up, and the queſtion recurs, 
What means curting of my puriſicatimm ver 
a Sacrifice? Neither is the exception Juſt 
now made to puriſier, or the Vidtim hereby 
avoided. For tho he tell us in p. 106. that 
Berith ſtands either for purifer, or purifica- 
tion,'or Sacrifice, yet when Carath is joined 
with it, it muſt always mean, in his own ac- 
count, à Sacrifice ; or-as:he-elſewhere calls 
it a pluryfieation Sacriſice. And he: ſhould 
find ſome way to diſtinguiſh it properly in 
this text from Nai over ubich the purification 
Sacrifice is ſaid to be cut-off; of elf his con- 
ſtruction of Garath Beritb will be no more 
admitted than Mx Cats. 

HH 
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Hr tells me, p. 119. that “if Tradhere to 
my ovyn conſtruction, which he acknow- 
edges is the uſual one, yet it proves that 
« @.Covenant uus made by Sacrifice :” which 
I readily- acknowledge of the ſolemn Cove- 
nants entered into with God and by his 
appointment, ſuch as that we lately conſi- 
dered in the xxiyth of Exodus. And to ſuch 
anma my Gruenam in this text muſt be re- 
ſtrainsd. Andtherefore it doth. not prove 
that every Civil agreement or cu be- 
tween Man and Man was entered into or 
ratified - in the ke Herm and, religious 
manner. n. Qs ne 


Bur he ſays farther, tharallowing, of G& 


* vourably towards the 1 notion, that 
te joining in a ſacrifice together, and Jointly 
« killing. it, and ſprinkling themſelves with its 
© Hood, was underſtood as equivalent to making 
« a covenant, and became a common. phraſe to 
< that purpoſe, that he hopes it will abate a 
little of that prejudice which the novelty - 
« of the interpretation has raiſed an it.” 
p. 119. 8 
Bur this text alone 3 to me Js 7 42M | 
ent to confute the H—n notion: and to. 
h that to male 4 covenant, and to join 
together 


togeth ö 
tho' the one doth accompany the other: 


ly hope 


19 
er in a Sacrifice, &c. are diſtinct things, 


And to Jon together in Sacrifice, over a Sa- 
crifice, is not equivalent with making a cove- 
nant over a ſacrifice, the one being ſenſe, 
the other, I apprehend, being not ſo. 
Mx Bate obſerves (ibid.) that © he had 
te not met with this text in Dr Sharp's Diſ- 


« ſertation, tho' it ſeems to have deſerved a 


* conſideration.” I cannot fo juſtly: fay 
how that omiſſion happened, as I may juſt- 
that I have now given it the con- 
ſideration it deſerved, and have ſhewn that 
Carath Berith, the diſputed phraſe in it, 


is more conſiſtently rendered in our ver- 


ſion by making a covenant, than by any of 
the ways that my opponents have recom- 


mended, 


As for the other text, Were the Rite of 
covenanting is expreſſed, vz. Fer. xxxiv. 
18. Mr H. thought proper in the place 


before cited (Tin. of the Gent. p. 366.) 


to give it with Berith unte led, Which 
I took notice of in the Diſſertations,” p. 1 14. 
He cites the text thus 
„ T w1LL give the Men that have tranſ- 
55 MW ow my Berith, which have not per- 
" FR the words of the Berith, which 
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te jg they cut off before me, the calf 
« which they cut in twain, and paſſed be- 
te tween the parts thereof. 

I na D juſt pointed at the difficulties 
here i in making the Calf Berth, eſpecially 
as to n MAT. The words of Berith, 
Mz Aboab anſwers me, p. 52. with ex- 
preſſing a ſurpriſe, how I can queſtion 4 
truth ſo manifeſt, and obvious, even o com- 
mon obſervation. Is not the blood of 
« Berith, Exod. xxxiv. 8. an evident proof 
« that Berith is the very Victim? Is not 
© this text another indiſputable proof, that 
« the calf that was cut in twain is called 
te Berith ? This explanation of thoſe two 
« texts is ſo natural, that it muſt be ad- 
« mitted to be as juſt as two and two that 
* make four, by all men of Candour ; in- 
« ſomuch. as denying it, is the fame as 
« denying Revelation, Reaſon, and Com- 
ee mon Senſe.” 

Mr Moody alſo tells me, this is ſo full 
a proof that the Victim or Sacrifice is cal- 
« led Berith, that he is at a loſs why I 


te brought it.— Is not the calf here called 
te Berith, and what we render make a Cu- 
te venant, expreſſly ſaid to be 4 e 3 
p. 133. —* | "OT 
PaxrT II. I Ir 
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Ir it is fo plain a caſe that Berith means 
the calf in this text, why ſo much ſhy- 
neſs in tranſlating the word in its applica- 
tion to the Calf? I had aſked (Diſſerta- 
tions, p. 115.) © If we fthould tranſlate 
e Berith here, and render it purifier, 
e meaning the typical purifier or calf, 
e what ſenſe ſhall we make of tranſgreſing 
te the purifier ?” 

PLAIN as the cafe ſeems to be to my 
opponents, they are by no means agreed 
in their Anſwer to this Queſtion. 

AccorpinG to Mr Aboab, Berith is 
« the very Victim, and typical purifier that 
« was cut off.” p. 52. And in this ſenſe 
he there tranſlates n N& BRaAyYnN © the 
« Men that paſſed over my purifier. pie 
what he means by paſſing over it, he doth 
not explain, nor can I gueſs. That phraſe 
doth not properly expreſs "paſſing betaveen 
the parts of it, nor doth the Hebrew word 
which he ſo tranſlates *. | | 

Bes1DEs 


Tux Author of the Chriſtian Plan, ſpeaking of My 
in a note at the foot of p. 23. tells us, 

Tus verb is uſed for the paſſing between the parts of 
the Sacrifice, whereby tlie” * to à covenant expreſſed 
0 3 Conſent.“ 


Bur 


0 

Bxs1DEs God's purifier ſhould in all 
reaſon be underſtood of the Antitype, the 
Perſon typically repreſented by the calf, 

AND ſo Mr Moody takes it p. 133. Was 
te not every tranſgreſſion, a tranſgteſſing a- 
« gainſt the Purifier, and the terms of his 
« Purification?ꝰ 

BuT Mr Moody ſhould be aſked here, 
whether to tranſgreſs againſt any perſon, 
be ever expreſſed by ay uſed with that 
perſon, as it is here uſed with Berith? _ - 

AN p the like queſtion may be aſked 
Mr Beate who takes another way of reply- 


ing to me, p. 163. 


Wurar ſenſe ſhall we make of tranſ- 
grefling the Purifier? © Why pafling him 
* by, and diſregarding him. ay is to 
« paſs by or go beyond a —_ And this 
* 1s a phraſe for conte ; 

Bur is it ever ſo alad?- The Engliſh 
phraſes may be uſed in that ſenſe : but I do 
not recollect that Aan in Hebrew ever hath 

bf : 72 if 


Bu r here he 1 abſolutely what can only he 
ſaid when it is uſed with P2. As in Gen. xv. where this Rite 
k firſt deſcribed, ver. 17. DANN PA 12Y+ And in this 
text Y hr 1129?) and moſtly paſſed between the parts 
thereof, as our tranſlators have rightly given it at the end 
of the verſe. But the phraſe now under conſideration is 
IR gyn. 
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that ſignification of paſſing by which implies 
contempt, though it hath another and con- 
trary ſignification that implies pardon and 
forgrveneſs. 

Hrs tranſlation of the verſe in p. 120. 
is this. © I will give the men who have 
ce tranſgreſſed my purification, which have 
« not performed the words of (or that 
« were ſpoke with) the purification which 
_ they ſlew before me the calf which they 
« cut in twain.” &c. 

HRE I may repeat my former queſtion 
in Diſſertations, p. 115. How can a puri- 
fication or the terms of a purification be ſaid 
to be cut off? Or a purification (as Mr 
Bate now words it) be ſaid to be ſlain? 

Wurx Mr Bate came to conſider 
theſe and the like exceptions at p. 164. he 
ſeemed ſenſible enough of the difficulty. 

For firſt he replies, that“ hey are 
ee not ſaid to be cut off. It is the Berith which 
«7s ſaid to be cut off.” But is not purifi- 
cation his own tranſlation of Berith ? 

In the next place he anſwers, that— 
« Berith is both purifier and purification, 
both the 4 gent and the action, which 
« B they's cut off,” 


80 
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| $0 that by rendering Berith purifica- 
tion at Þ. 120. and reſerving to himſelf 
the liberty of interpreting it of a purifier 
in p. 164. he hopes he has found a paſſage 
through which he may eſcape my- queries. 

Bu r on what grounds of Reaſon, or on 
what authorities of texts doth he thus vary 
the ſignification of the ſame word in the 
fame phraſe? To do this arbitrarily is not 
allowable in any language, and leaſt of all 
in that, in which it is inſiſted that no 
word hath more than one meaning, and 
therefore in which, I 8 no phraſe 
hath two ſenſes. 

Bu T there is one query more behind. 
vis. What ſenſe ſhall we make of the 
words of the Purifier ? “ The words of 
the purification Sacrifice (ſays Mr Bate 
ibid. or the terms and articles of agree- 
ce ment then ratified.” p. 164. Or © the 
* words of, or that were ſpoken with the 
< purification,” as he expreſſes it p. 120.— 
Can he produce a parallel expreſſion that 
ſhall give authority to this expoſition ? 

MR Moody interprets Hof the words 
or things of the Berith. But how maT 
whether conſtrued of Words, Terms, or 
Things, can be applied to the Calf, the 


I 3 very 
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very Victim, (which Mr Aboab and Mr 
Moody ſay is meant by Berith) ſeems as 
difficult to account for, as it is how Nn 
can be uſed in the ſenſe of tranſgreſſing a- 
gain/; it. Mr Moody ſeems to think maT 
may be explained by the terms or conditions 
upon which Berith was cut . But theſe 
cannot be underſtood of the rerms or con- 
ditions of the lain creature, but are the 
terms and conditions of the agreement made 
upon flaying the creature, as Mr Bate 

rightly judges. 
Bu T however they may . differ from 
each other in their own conſtructions, they 
agree in objecting (Mr Bate p. 164. Mr 


Moody p. 135.) againft our Tranſlators as 
having tranſpoſed the words, and alſo as 


having inſerted WII E Nin this ſentence 
without authority. I ben they cut the 
calf in twain- Whereas they Ga when, 
is not in the Hebrew. But there is no 
doubt, I think, that our Tranſlators 
thoug ht tohen was expreſſed in the Hebrew 
by WH, which has that ſigniſication in 
ſeveral other places”. * as may be ſeen in 

<a Noldias, 


* Ie may be ſaid, "nd truly, that the natural order of the 
wrt; for this confirudtion of W would be n en 


bayn 
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Noldius. And under this conſtruction of 
"wx the paſſage is made intelligible, and 
freed from thoſe difficulties that attend 
Mr H.'s interpretation of it. 

TRE V are pleaſed indeed to ſay chat I 
have preferred our tranſlation with this fault 
in it, bebautes it ſpoke more to my purpoſe. 
But I needed not to have preferred it for 
that reuſon, becauſe thete is another way 
of expounding the place given by the 
Latin tranſlator of the Syriac verſion, 


and by other Interpreters, Nah! is equal- 
ly to my purpoſe, and is as follows. 


'THE V conſtrue oy with hn in the 
beginning of the yerſe, to this ſenſe— I will 


make the men, who &c. as the Ca H The 
note of ſimilitude being underſtood, as it is 


in Op - XXvi. 18. of . e 
5 2 45 Fe Step 


vun. whereas 5 text hath 9 WR „un. Bat he 
natural order is not always obſerred. Whether any tranſ- 
poſition exactly parallel to this may be found, I know not, 
but there is one pretty like it, Ezet. xxxiii. 2. wiz. 
+ When I bring the ſword upon a land*'—— Hebrew. 
2 Wy u 2 PIR 4 A land: aber I bring a ſword 
++ upon her,“ as it is rendered in the margin of our Bibles. 
See alſo Iſaiab lvii. 20, But there are ſome remarkable] 
inſtances of putting NWN firſt where it would naturally 
come afterwards, as in the phraſe MM NQ1.Nm NWN 
. of din geen um 127, Jer. xiv. 1. xlvi. 1. 
Vii. I, 


[ 120 ] 
© Sion ſhall be plowed lite a field" where 
the Hebrew is. Zion a field ſhall be plow- 


*« ed” n NW hr. The uſe of ing to 
ſignify make is extreamly frequent +. 

S Oo MH Covenants were antiently made 
by dividing of beaſts, and the parties cove- 
nanting paſſing between the ſaid divided 
parts, ſignifying that fo ſhould they be cut 
aſunder, who. broke that Covenant . 80 
God may here be underſtood to threaten, 
that he will make the tranſgreſſors of his Co- 
2 like the Cop which they: cut in twain. 

And 


4 Tx E R E is alſo a third crapſlation which is approy- 
ed by ſeveral interpreters. viz. The covenant which they 
made before me BY the calf which they cut in twain. And 
had it been . inſtead of un, which is not very 
different, this had been clearly right. But theſe Inter- 
preters think an Ellipſis of 2 allowable. And ſo doth 
Noldius in the 18th (it ſhould be the 19th) ſenſe, in which 
Zis wanting: Where beſides this inſtance he produces 
| ſeveral others, as © AV NW for w)] a. By ny name 
Jebowab was I not known unto them. Exod. vi. 3. 

Nau fœdus pangentes primo jurabant, poſtea traſi- 
bant inter partes pecudis quaſi dicerent Diſcindatur Dividan- 
tur Ejus membra : Fiat ficut pecus ud qui juramentum 
yiolaverit. M. de Calafio in verbo Carath. 

Nam ſignificabat Ritus ille, ut ſiquis dolo malo dif. 
ceſſiſſet a pollicitis, illum quoque ſecaret Dominus et oc - 
eideret horrende. Munſter. This paſſage is quoted by 
Mr Moody, p. 133. in the note. 


Anp Mr Mede explains the Rite i in the 105 manner. 


L121] 
And to this conſtruction many * of the 
Interpreters incline. And even of thoſe + 
who refer n M127 to H2yN, and render 
the latter in the genitive caſe, there are 
none who expound Berith of the Vidtim 
or Calf, but underſtand it in the manner 
expreſſed by Vatablus, via.“ Ali in 
* genitivo vertunt repetitis præcedentibus 
* verbis Verba Fæderis, inquam Vituli. 
6j. e. icti mactato Vitulo. In fadere 
te pangendo,” & c. — And ſo far is this 
text from being an evident proof that Be- 
rith was the very Victim, (and that to deny 
it is the ſame with denying revelation, rea- 
fon, and common ſenſe) that excepting Mr H. 
and his followers in this matter, it doth 
not appear to me that there was ever yet 
an interpreter that did affirm it. 

Mx Moody in a note upon this cove- 


nanting Rite, at p. 133. ſpeaks of God 


* threatning in his Law by the Sacrificial 
te 20rd ND.” 

Bu r let him take his Concordance and 
try whether he can find Carath (without 
: boden g his Queſtion about Carath Berith) 


ſo ng, as Once mi, (fave _ in this 


Account 


* Clarius, Sanctius, Lorinus, Calmet, &c. 
7 Tirinus, Hranus, Diongſius, &c. 
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Account of the covenanting Rite 5 
P32) as a Sacrificial Word. 

He cannot ſurely account it ſo in Lev, 

xxii. 24. Ye ſhall not offer unto the 
Lord that which is bruiſed, or cruſhed, 
* or broken, or cut (M13) where it nei- 
ther ſignifies cut off, nor cut in preces, or 
divided in twain. And although it be 
uſed in relation to Sacrifice, it is in a-pro- 
Hibited circumſtance, or uſed of that nien 
might nat be ſacrificed. 

So again I preſume he will not 1 | 
it as a Sacrificial term in Joel 1. 9. * The 
cr meat- offering and the drink-offering is 
* cut off from the Houſe of the Lord.“ 
y AND NM2N, where it neither ſigni- 
fies cut aſunder, cut in pieces, nor cut off, 
in the ſenſe of ſaying Victims, but only 
means that theſe offerings were /acking, 
had ceaſed, and were no mare. The 
dearth had deſtroyed both the corn and 

the wine, and had thereby cauſed a ſuſ- 
. penſion of theſe Offerings in the Temple. 

Ir Carath were an uſual term in Sa- 

| crificing, it is ſtrange it ſhould not be 
found among 'the Sacrificial terms in the 

| five firſt Chapters of Leviticus. To flay a 

| Sacrifice, a from the Herd or . 

Fe 2 


[ 1237] 
Fold, is akvays (I think) bt, though 
one would imagine, from what my Oppo- 
nents affirm, that it was always D. The 
verbs uſed in the deſcription of the Ani- 
mal Sacrifices are pretty well known, or 
may eaſily be collected either from Scrip- 
ture, or from the Writers on the Temple 
Service *®. Yet Nn, ſo far as I can find, 
is neither found applied as a term of Sa- 
crifice in the whole Levitical Law +, nor 
in any of the writers upon it, till we find 
it ſo applied in Mr H.'s Works. 

AND it is. as ſtrange that Ty, if it 
ever ſignifies the Victim, as is pretended, 
ſhould never be met with, ſave once, in 
the firſt twenty Chapters of Leviticus, 
where the Animal Sacrifices are treated of, 
and the order of them preſcribed; and in 
that one place that it ſhould be mentioned] 

only 


* Spencer, Outram, Reland, Las, and others, wha 
have wrote largely on this Subject. 5 

+ The Sacrificial Verbs are D. to ſlay, PWD, excori- 
are, to flea. MM membratim dividere, to cut it pieces. 
"Pp or pn adelere, to burn. PID ſcindere, ungue 
fecare, to wrench off, or tear with the nail, uſed in kil- 
ling birds for ſacrifice. 573 in Hiphil ſeparare, to divide 
aſunder. Yu] findere, to cleave, but ſo, as not to 
rate.——And in the Rite ingund: faderis P\NQ Da, Gen. 
2. 10. Ohg Tru, Jer. Mi. 18. 
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only as an appurtenance to a meat-offering 
of flour, and not to an Animal cut off, viz, 
Lev. ii. 13. Neither ſhalt thou ſuffer 
« the ſalt of (the Covenant) n of thy 
* God, to be lacking from thy meat-offer- 
ce ing, AMD.” That it ſhould neither be 
mentioned among the general, nor among 
the ſpecial terms of diſtinction between the 
Animal Sacrifices; though there are no 
leſs than ſeven or eight of them *. And 
yet we neither find among them Mr H. 
Berith, nor Mr Bate's Purification Sacrifice, 
nor Mr Moody's Faith-offering. _. 

Ix the ſame note, p. 133. Mr Moody 
begs to obſerve further, . cc if the fact 
« of Abraham gave riſe to the Rite of in- 
te eundi faderis, and this fact be termed 
« m2 , then theſe words will ſignify 
to cut off a Victim in Sacrifice, and the 
« Vitim, or thing cut off, is called Berith.” 
80 ſaid Mr H. as I obſerved above: 
And upon his ſaying ſo hath this notion 
been propagated by his followers, that in 
the places of Scripture where M2 MD 
occurs 


* Nat bod Ny. DDD. Dxοn, ens dn, 
cu. 
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occurs “ a Sacrificial Act muſt be inppoſed 
« to have been performed.” 

BuT Abraham's Fatt mentioned, in 
Gen. XV. Was, as I took notice of above, 
a diſtin thing from what is termed in 
the ſame narration Carath Beritb. For 
though Abrabam divided the beaſts by God's 
order, it was God himſelf that did Ceroth 
Berith with Abraham in that day, and on 
that occaſion, by ſaying to him what is re- 
corded in verſe 18th, &c. And what 
ground is there for interpreting Carath Be- 
rith aſcribed to God in ver. 18. by MN 
pa BNR he divided the animals in ver. 10. 
which was the Act of Abraham introduc- 
tory to God's Promiſe; or to. infer from 
this Covenanting Rite, that Carath Berith 
ſignifies fo flay a Vittim in Sacrifice, how- 
ſoever or whereſoever performed. 

No is there any better ground for 
what Mr Moody further ſays in the fame 
place, viz." 

« Ir the Idea of purification be con- 
* veyed by the fact of Sacrifice, as the 
« Doctor confeſſes below, then the idea of 

« purification is conveyed by Berith.” 


For 
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For though I might confeſs that all 
Sacrifices were means of purification, yet 
I neither allowed that any of the Sacri- 
fices was called at any time Berth, nor 
that the purification of which the Sacri- 
fices were the means, was at any time ex- 
preſſed by Berith, or by any word derived 
from Ma. 


SE CT. XV. 


T is altogether upon this Notion of 
there being an Animal Sacrifice offer- 

ed on every occaſion upon which Carath 
Berith is mentioned; that my Opponents 


fered on ſome occaſions, on which I had 
faid a Sacrifice could not be fuppoſed to 
have intervened. 

Tn inſtances of this kind I had refer- 
red to in p. gg. were Joſh. ix. 16. Where 
the Gibeonites by craft make a treaty with 
Foſhua. 1 Sam. xxiii. 18. Where David 
and Jonatbun enter ſecretly into covenant 
in a wood, and 2 Chron. xxili. 1. where 
Jeboiada ſtrengthened | himſelf by taking 
the Captains of Hundreds into covenant 
with him. —— I added, at p. too. that 
there was not in any of theſe caſes (as far 
as appeared) . any Rite or nnn 
10 uſed 


endeavour to prove @ real Sacrifice was of- 
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c uſed that might denote the 10 of F 
& Purifier.” 

To this Mr Moody, p. 119.— © What 
© will not Doctors fay ?—How doth this 
« appear? I wiſh the Doctor had given 
tc us his reaſoris rather than his Ipſe dixit, 
« which is not Ariſtotelian enough abſo- 
ce Jutely to acquieſce in.” &c. 

M y reaſons, I believe, were omitted, 
partly for brevity's ſake, and partly be- 
cauſe I thought them ſo obvious, that they 
would offer themſelves to the Reader up- 
on his turning to thoſe texts to which I 
referred him. 88 on 

Bu T here they ſhall follow by way of 
anſwer to what He and my other Oppo- 
nents have ſaid upon theſe paſſages. 

WIr regard to the firſt text, Joſh 
ix. 16. Mr Bate aſks, p. 136. © Was it 
not highly probable that a Sarrifice 
« ſhould. be offered for the Grbeonites; 
when they came on purpoſe to acknow- 
<« ledge the God of J1ſrael? And how 
could they acknowledge him, that is; 
ce by what public Act, in thoſe days, but 
* by Sacrifice © 
Yer, I think, on the other hand, that 
it is not probable the Iraelites, with 
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Yoſhua at their head, ſhould either ſacti- 
fice with the Gentiles, or for the Gentiles, 
or ſhould ſuffer the Gentiles to communi- 
cate with them in any of the Sacrifices 
that God had ſo lately inſtituted by Moſes. 
By the Law no permiſſion is given to ſa- 
crifice with Strangers, or uncircumciſed 
perſons: The Law is expreſs that no 
Stranger could eat of the Paſſover, Exod. 
xii. 43. Neither might any, uncircum-- 
ciſed perſon do ſo, ver. 48. And I take 
the caſe to be the ſame in reſpect of all 
the other Sacrifices which were of the Le- 
gal Inſtitution “. 

THE Gibeonites likewiſe Ab no other 
acknowledgment of the God of Iſrael than by 
the declaration of their Embaſſadors 
ver. 9. From a very far country are 
« we come, becauſe of the name of the 
« Lord. thy God, for we have heard the 
fame of him and all that he did in 
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„A Stranger, it is ſaid, was allowed. to offer a Sacri- 
fice to God at his own coſts and charges. But theſe Sa- 
crifices are limited, by thoſe who hold this opinion, to 
ſuch as had been uſually offered before the Levitical Law. 
(See Selder de jure Nat. & Gent.) But ſtill it doth not ap- 
pear, that the Jews joined with the Gentiles in theſe ſacri - 
fices on any occafion. And the FEAR that they did 
it not is juſt and reaſonable. 


. 


| 130] 
« Egyþt t. This amounts only to an ac- 
knowledgment that the God of the He. 
brews was a powerful God, but not that he 
was the only true God. However, fo far 
as it went, it was an act public enough, 

and needed not any Sacrifice to ratify it. 
Neither was the act which is expreſſed 
by Carath Berith aſcribed to the Gibeonites 
as their acknowledgment of God, but 
was the act of Joſhua. Compare, ver. 7, 
15, 1 6. 

Mx Bate, p. 137. Were 5 HR 
* nants formerly confirmed by Sacrifices ?” 

Mx Moody, p. 119. © Was not cutting 
« off Berith in ſacrifice the conſtant uſual 
«© ceremony in all ſuch caſes?” 

W have no inftance of Covenants be- 
taveen men made by Sacrifice in thoſe 
times, nor in after times among the / 
raelites. We have no inſtance of any co- 
venanting Rite by a ſſain creature, fave 
that mentioned in Gen. xv. and Jer. xxxiv. 
Or of Covenants ratified by Sacrifices, ex- 
cepting ſuch as were made with God. 
In neither of which caſes is Carath uſed 
in the ſenſe of cutting off in Sacrifice. 

Wr have indeed an inſtance. of . cove- 


nanting by Writing, Signing, and FRO 
Hr 
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Neb. ix. And we frequently read in other 
Authors of covenants among the Gentzles 
made or confirmed by idolatrous ſacri- 
fices. But what was done among the 
Gentiles (on which head Mr Bate is very 
particular and very learned, p. 137. and 
calls it a never-failing cuſtomary way, p. 138.) 
was late, compared to the times we now 
ſpeak of; and will not ſerve for a proof of 
a ſacrifice at eſbua's treaty with the Gi= 
beonttes. 

Mx Moody aſks * how theſe treaties and 
** covenants (viz, between man and man) 
were made? Some rite, ſome ceremony 
© muſt be uſed.” 

True; but if I cannot point out the 
particular rite or ceremony uſed in caſes of 
covenants between men amongſt the an- 
cient Hebrews, it will not follow, as he 
ſeems to. think, that Sacrifice muſt be the 
| Rite, or that 0 Covenant could be made 

without cutting off a purifier. | 

SWEARING to each other was one. 
method of binding to contracts, before, 
and in the times of Joſhua ; whence the 
propriety of M12 Covenant, uſed with 
YAW) fwearing, Deut. iv. 31.—and viii. 18. 
And the propriety and uſe of ox adiur 
8 ing 
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ing in the making and 'confitming of C. 
venants, Gen. xxvi. 28. Deut. xxix. 12, 
(ſee Covenants ratified by Oath, Gen. xxi. 
31. —XXVI. 31. —XXxXI. 53. —Xlvii. 31. 
Foſh. ii. 12, 17.) and in many caſes we 
find ſome ceremony was uſed along with 
the Oath. As the giving of a pledge, or 
earneſt of friendſhip. So Abraham gave 
ſheep and oxen to Abimelech when he 
{ware to a Covenant with him at Beer- 
ſheba. And ſeven ewe lambs for a witneſs 
of Abraham's claims by that covenant, Gen. 
xxi. 27, 28, 30, 31. Or ſetting up a. ſtone 
for a memorial, as Jacob's Heap of Witneſs 
between himſelf and Laban, when he 
ſware unto him, and adjured him, Gen. 
XXX1. 45, 53. Or putting the hand un- 
der the thigh, as Jacob required Joſeph to 
do, when he made him ſwear concerning 
his burial in Canaan, Gen. xlvii. 29, 30, 31. 
Or giving 4 true token, Toſh. ii. 12. N 
Dod, a token of truth, or fidelity: as Ra- 
hab the harlot required of the ſpies, when 
ſhe ſwore them. Or laſtly, and above 
all, Eating and drinking together, which 
is particularly recorded in moſt of the Co- 
venants abovementioned. Upon which 
Mr Mede ſays, « it was the univerſal cu- 
« ſtom 
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« ſtom of mankind, to make leagues and 
« friendſhips by eating and drinking toge- 
« ther, When Jaac made a covenant 
ce with Abimelech King of Gerar, he made 
« him-——a feaſt, and they did eat and 
« drink, Gen. xxvi. 30, 31. When Jacob 
« made a covenant with Laban, he made 
« him a feaſt, and called his Brethren to 
« eat bread, Gen. xxxi. 54. When David 
« made a league with Abner, he made a 
ec feaſt for him, and the men that came 
« with him, 2 Sam. iii. 20. Hence in the 
« Hebrew tongue 4 Covenant, is called 
« p12 of n 7o eat, as if they ſhould 
« fay an Eating; which derivation is fo 
e natural, that it deſerves to be preferred 
ce before that from the other fignrfication 

of the ſame verb which is 70 chooſe. 

And this will ſuffice for the cuſtom of 
the Hebrews.” Book II. P. 370. Fol. 

1672. | 
Tnavs far Mr Mede, and I hope in ſa- 

tisfaction of Mr Moody's Queſtion how 
Treaties and Covenants . made? I have 
brought together ſomething more upon it 
here, than may ſeem ſtrictly needful, be- 
cauſe he has reproved me, p. 120. for fay- 
ing ang upon this point before. 
| K 3 HEY 


ation. 
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T READILY apprehend what it is he 
will reply to this, viz. that theſe were 
feaſts on what had been ſacrificed, For 
which notion ſome countenance ſeems to 
be given in the inſtance of Jacob and La- 
ban, becauſe it is ſaid, Gen. xxxi. 54. 
.nat y' Nau. * And Jacoò offered Sa- 
< crifice,” But as our Tranſlators have 
obſerved the words ſignify alſo, and might 
have been rendered, he killed beaſts: Heb, 
he flew a Slaughter: And therefore 
there is no room to inſiſt upon the im- 
portant act of a ſacrifice preceding the 
feaſt on this occaſion ; eſpecially as there 
is no mention or intimation of a ſacrifice 
in the other inſtances given of covenants 
made by feaſting. 
To go on with the text under confider- 
There is good reaſon (ſays 
« Mr Bate) to conclude, had we met with 
the phraſe in no other part of Scripture 
e than this, that the making à league or 

* peace was ſomething different from cut- 
ting off a Berith, Jaſbua made a peace 
ce with them, and cut off a rifier 15 
*« them. Making à peace, an . 
&« Jeague are a ka. flat, and name. | 


<< ſary.” p. 138, 


Rp - 


* 
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REPETITIONS are not always uſeleſs ; 
they ſometimes ſtrengthen the impreſſion 
of what is ſaid. There are many of them 
in Scripture, which it would be irreverent 
to condemn as tautologies, flat and unne- 
ceſſary. However making peace may well 
be underſtood to mean a fimple promiſe, 
and making à covenant to mean a more ſo- 
lemn engagement by ſome further form, 
which needs not be'a Ah. there being 
ſeveral others. 

Tur league made by 22 with the 
Gibeonites was rw ο Nn a league with 
them to let them live. A ſtipulation with 
them, an aſſurance, on their ſubmiſſion to 
him, that he would not deſtroy them. 

Tut Jſraelites we know were prohibited 
from making covenants with any of the 
ſeven nations whom they were command- 
ed to root out, Exod. xxiii. 32. But to 
make peace with other nations they were 

ot prohibited, Deut. xx. Theſe laws ac- 
count for Foſhua's queſtion to the Gibeo- 
nites, while he ſuſpected they might be 
inhabitants of the land, or of the cities of 
the ſeven nations, in which he was to ſave 
alive nothing that breathed—* Peradven- 
* ture ye live among us — 9 MSN e 
"TIEN Ka <A 
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« p12—And how ſhall I make 4 lague 
« with you?“ ver. 7. But after he was in- 
duced by their fraud to believe they were 
foreigners, he entered into treaty with 
them as the Law did allow, and cove- 
nanted, as he might both juſtly and pru- 
dently do, that he would not invade them 
in an hoſtile manner, or attempt to de- 
ſtroy them as he did the nations in Canaan. 
Taking the Hiſtory therefore in this light, 
what To/hua and the Elders did in admit- 
ting the Gibeonites to ſuch a covenant, is 
agreeable to the Law of God which had 
been lately given them. But to interpret 
it of a ſacrifice with or for a foreign peo- 
ple that Joſhua might not deftroy them, 
makes it a proceeding not eaſy to be ac- 
counted for, 
Bur perhaps there was ſomething 
more in this League than our Tranſlation 
hath expreſſed, mA MMA may be ex- 
pounded 7o preſerve tbeir lives * againſt 
their enemies ; or to take their lives oy 
| | » MIS 


* So P/al. xxxiii. 19. EPXNVNA to beep (them) alive, 

viz. in famine. Gen. vii. 3. 1 TW? to keep feed alive. 

Jer. xlix. 11. N N 7 will preſerve (them) alive. Pal. 

XXX. 3. % Thou haſt de my foul alive. In all theſe 

inſtances the verb is in Pibel, and fignifies more than barely 
 Juffering to live. F $451 
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his protection. And as this is what the 
_ crafty Gibeonites might chiefly aim at, 
knowing the diſpoſitions of their neigh- 
bouring Canaanites, and foreſeeing what 
did afterwards happen, (next chap. ver. 4.) 
ſo Joſtua alſo might think it adviſable, 
while he ſuppoſed them a foreign people, 
to engage that he would defend them, 
(and more eſpecially againſt any incurſions 
of the Canganites) rather than by diſap- 
pointing the deſign of their Embaſſage, 
leave them at liberty to join their arms 
againſt him. And in fa& we find that he 
was ſoon after obliged to perform this ſti- 
pulation. For when the Canaanites gather- 
ed together to ſmite Gibeon for making a 
league with him, (chap. x. 4.) The Gibe- 
onites ſent to him ſaying, Come up to us 
& quickly and fave us, and help us,” ver. 6. 
- which he did er cg as is related in 
this chapter. 

Ap if this be the true ſenſe of the 
words BMVNA n in the preſent paſſage, 
Such a Covenant was much more than mak- 
ing peace, and ane leaves the ſhadow 
of a tautology. 

BuT © can it be epo ſed (ay s Mr 
* Moody, p. 119.) that as they (via. 4 

Gibe- 
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“ Grbeonttes) were conſcious of their fraud, 
te they would not have the ſtrongeſt ſe- 
te curity they could? And this was facri- 
ce fice, cutting off Berith, and paſſing be- 
ce tween the divided parts of the facrifice, 
ce as we learn, Gen. xv. and Jer. xxxiv.“ 
INSTEAD of cutting off Berith, if this 
covenanting rite was in view, he- ſhould 
have ſaid cutting Berith in twain. But 
there ſeems no reaſon to ſuppoſe -Foſhua 
and the Elders muſt go through thele for- 
malities to give ſatisfaction to ſtrangers, 
who appeared ready to accept with glad- 
neſs any ſecurity they could obtain, An 
Oath from the Princes of the Congrega- 
tion, whether it was that their lives ſhould 
be ſaved or protected,” ſeemed ſufficient. 
Nor is it likely that the Gibeonites ſhould 
propoſe @ Sacrifice with them, when they 
ſaid Ty). 135 n ver. 6. A Covenant in 
their favour they might obtain by their 
fraud, but @ ſacrifice on their behalf there 
ſeemed little hopes of, conſidering the dif- 
ference of their Religious Inſtitutions. 
And as the Treaty to which the Princes 
ſware was rr to fave their lives or to 
protect them, there appears no more rea- 
ſon to ſuppoſe a Sacrifice was made upon 


| it, 
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it, than in the caſe of Rabab the harlot, 
to whom the ſpies ſwore that they would 
fave alive her Father, Mother, — Bre- 
| thren, and would deal kindly and Kul 
with them, FoſÞ, ii. 13, 14. 

THe next place I had referred to for 2, 
Carath Berith without ſuppoſing a facri- 
fice, was 1 Sam. xxiii. 18. Where David 
and Jonathon enter ſecretly into covenant 
in a wood. Diiſſertatiuns, p. 99. b 

Mx Bate obſerves, : The text ſays no- 
e thing about their | doing it ſecretly,” 
p. 139. But the circumſtances of the 
ſtory in the context make it neceſſary to 
underſtand its being done ſecretly. 

TuRN Ziphites inform Saul, ver. 19. 
« That David hid himſelf in ſtrong holds 
« mwIna.” Saul replied, © Know and 
« ſee his place where his haunt is, for it 
« js told me he dealeth very ſubtilly. See 
« and take knowledge of all the lurking 
places where he Pideth himſelf,” ver. 
22, 2 3. 

Is it probable j in this ſituation. be ſhould 
perform a ſolemn facrifice with Jonathan, 
who had as much reaſon to conceal from 
Saul his conference with and. as David 
had to conceal his abude? 


MX 
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Mx Bate ſays there is no great reaſon 
to think deem whither Jonathan went 
down to David was a wood, but © a place 
« fo called.” p. 140. But ww certainly 
ſignifies à wood, and Mr Bate has given 
no proof that nwHn is ever the proper 
name of a place. A wood is much more 
capable than a town of the ſtrong holds 
and lurking places mentioned in the con- 
text. At leaſt there is great reaſon to 
think it was a place proper for David to 
hide himſelf, and lurk in, and improper 
for a ſacrifice to be offer d in. 

Tux text ſays, They two (BIN) made = 
a covenant 22 the Lord. Which 
further denotes privacy, or is an inti- 
mation that they to were alone. But 
Mr Moody © conceives it no unreaſonable 
e ſuppoſition that it was a facrifice in the 
« preſence of Abiathar the Prieſt, and 
Gad the prophet.” p. 120. 

Bor Jonatban had reaſon to deſire the 
utmoſt privacy, and the text only ſays in the 
preſence of the Lord, which Mr Moody chuſes 
to drop; 1 prefume becauſe he cannot here 
conſiſtently uſe that verſion of rm 1385 
which he elſewhere gives, viz. before the 
faces of Fehovah ; as this ſacrifice is not 
| | ſuppoſed 
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ſuppoſed by him to be performed in the 


place where the Ark reſted, and where 
the Cherubim to which his tranſlation is- 


adapted reſided. 


Mz Bate makes a remark from Chap... 
xx. 8. David ſays to Jonathan, thou 


« haſt brought thy ſervant into the Berith 


« of Jehovah with thee, which ſeems to 
« make it probable, that Carath Berith be- 


« tween them was ſomething different; 
« from making a covenant between them, 


« ſince it was bringing him into the Berith 
« of God with him; and this looks favour- 
« able to our conſtruction, that cutting off a 
« Berith was doing ſome act that united 
« them to God and to each other at the fame. 
« time, which I preſume it will not be 
« ſaid a bare league did do, but ſprinkling 
« each other with the blood of Berith 
ce moſt certainly did.” p. 139. 12 01 

Bu T,on what ground doth Mr Bate 
ſpeak thus knowingly of the covenant- 
ing parties ſprinkling each other with 
blood? Can he produce, or doth he know, 


an inſtance where Covenants between men 
were ſo ratified, among the Hebrews? _ 


mr 


8 
mv ren the Covenant of the Lord 
is an expreſſion of the ſame nature with 
ATT YI! 2th of the Lord between two 
| parties taken before the Judges. Exod, 
XXii. 9, II. or BIS Hr! oath of God, 
which was the oath of Allegiance to the 
King taken in the name of God. But a 
Covenant made in God's name doth no 
more imply uniting _— Fre to him, 
than an oath doth. 

Wrar Mr Bate indeed: means by Berth, 
which ſtands untranſlated! throughout this 
whole paſſage, he hath not told us. If 
he means by it Purifier, (which is rarely 
his on interpretation of it) it may be 
_ aſked in what ſenſe Jonathan brought 
David min AA into the | Purifier of 
Jehovah ? Or if he means it of the typical 
putifier, or victim, (as he ſeems to do by 
ſpeaking of their being ſprinkled: with 
the blood of Beritb) Whether this could 
be called The Berith Fehovah ? fince that 
phraſe is repreſented both by himſelf 

145. and by Mr Moody 12 5. as ſi 
Hing 5 Haenel the Bet or _ * 
Jehovah. Or if he means only, (which 
is his uſual conſtruction) that it is to be 

underſtood of purification, How did Jona- 
than 


—.— . 
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than unite David more unto himſelf by 
bringing him into, or under, a- purifica- 
tion? Theſe queſtions ſhould be ſatisfied 
before the probability of Jonathan's ſacrifice. 
with David « can appear from * e 
ment. = 
WHEREAS theſe thews: texts in 1 Sam. | 
concerning the Berith between theſe two 
renowned friends, taken in their order, 
and moſt natural conſtruction, by Cove- 
nant, will admit of no difficulties _ - 
Crap. xviii. 3. Jonathan and David 
made a covenant, becauſe he loved him 
« as his own ſoul.” A good reaſon for 
cementing a faſt friendſhip, or entring 
into a ſtrict alliance: But no reaſon. for 
joining together in a particular ſacrifice, 


or for a mutual purification. Such religi- 
ous acts they were bound to on proper 


occaſions independently on the love ey 
bare to each other. 

Cup. xx. 8. David to Janek 
« Therefore thou ſhalt deal kindly; with 
e thy ſervant, for thou haſt va A thy, 
« ſervant into a covenant of the Lord with 
e thee.” Referring to the covenant a- | 
bovementioned, and gel- n 5 : 

that 
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that it was a very ſolemn one, of which 
God was witneſs. | Faves! 

CHAP. xxiii. 18. And they two, made 
a Covenant r o before the Lord, 
either renewed the former with the ſame 
ſolemnity, or ſtrengthned it by further 
articles and cloſer ties of friendſhip, 
as the occaſion required, from the ap- 
prehenſions in them both of David's great- 
er danger and diſtreſs. 

TRE remaining text is 2 Chron.-xxiii. 1. 
Where Jeboiada is ſaid to have ſtrength- 
ned himſelf by taking the Captains of 
hundreds into covenant with him. 

I Hap made a miſtake in ſaying p. 100. 
that i was joined with Mn in this text, 
as well as in the two former: for the 
words are, Mn Wy AW NR rh. 


But neither Mr Bate nor Mr Moody in- 
form me of this ſlip. But the former 


ſhews that a ſacrifice might have been 
offered when the whole congregation (ver. 
3.) is ſaid h ν BY MANN in the houſe. 
of God: And if thoſe' words could be 
ſhewn to ſignify ſacrificing, I do not deny 
but it might have been then done. 
Tr verſe 1ſt is rightly brought among 
thoſe where a ſacrifice cannot be ſuppoſed 
| | FER to 
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to have intervened. And to reach the 
point Mr Bate ſhould have ſhewn how 
Fehoiada's taking the Captains n Wy 
ean imply a Sacrifice. A ſcheme was 
formed for a change in the Government. 
And it was not ripe for execution till all 
the Levites and the chief of the Fathers 
of Iſrael were convened at Jeruſalem. 
Ver. 2. Jehoiada communicates his deſign 
to the Captains of hundreds, and they 
entering into the confederacy with . him, 
ce went, about in Judab, and gathered 
« the Levities out of all the cities, and 
« the chief of the Fathers, and they came 
« to Jeruſalem.” And then indeed when 
Jeboiada had ſufficient ſtrength about him, 
he and the people might have covenanted 
with the King over a Sacrifice as well as 
any other way, had that been the proper 
form of ſuch covenants. But is it likely 
when he took the five Captains to his aſ- 
ſiſtance in this affair, that they might 
convene the Fathers, Cc. he ſhould do it 
by a Sacrifice or by any public act? 
Mr Moody indeed fays (and it is all he ſays 
upon this paſſage) * Would he not do it 
* by the moſt ſolemn binding at? And 
« this was Sacrifice.” p. 120. 

Parr II. L I THINK 
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I Tyixk not, becauſe ſuch a folemn act 
might have detected and betrayed the con- 
ſpiracy he had formed againſt Athaliab, 
and the concealment of the enterpriſe muſt 
be ſuppoſed to have been more in his view 
when he engaged the Captains, than be 
manner of binding them to the engagment. 
And no method ſurely of binding them 
could be adviſable, which at the ſame 
time might have hazarded the ſucceſs of the 
| whole undertaking. 
I Do not know what ſtronger proof can 
be expected of a negative, than what I 
have given, that Sacrifices were not offered 
on any of the three occaſions mentioned 
in the texts above. In all which, Cove- 
nants are ſo ſtrongly proved by circum- 
| ſtances in the narration, that my oppo- 
nents themſelves deny them not. But as 
for Sacrifices on thoſe occaſions, for rati- 
fication of the Covenants, they neither 
ſeem to have been required, nor could 
be performed without either great dowbrful- 
| = as to the /egality of them, difficulty as 
to place, or danger as to the event. 80 
that if there ever were ſuch things as a- 
greements made, or friendſhips contracted 


by the Hebrews without a Sacrifice, we 
2 may 


1 
may judge them to have been made with- 
out it in the three inſtances abovemen- 
tioned. ; 

IAM told indeed, more than once, that 
I confeſs M to be a term taken from cut- 
ting off animals in Sacrifice, becauſe I have 
quoted authors who ſeem to ſay fo. But 
if they had expreflly faid ſo, yet as I quoted 
them with another view, v/z. to ſhew 
their ſeveral opinions concerning the Ety- 
mology of Berith (as may be ſeen Diſſer- 
tations, p. 89, go, g1, 92.) it does not 
follow that I muſt admit either their Ety- 
mologies, or their reaſons for them. 

Bu Tt the truth is, that the authors 
whom I cited, when they ſay, Ohm 
© fædera ſciſſis animalibus confirmari fole- 
e bant,” as Withus; or © In faderibus 
« ſemper aliquid exſcindebatur,” as Fagius ; 
or © In fadere ſanciendo cæderentur Vic- 
* time, ut quidam dicunt,” as Marius; do 
not ſeem to mean by theſe expreſſions 
Sacrifice in general, but the covenanting 
Rite above deſcribed. And the applying 
theſe or the like expeſſions, as Mr Moody 
does, to the Sacrifices under the Levitical 
Law, (ſee his note at p. 133.) is going 
L2 beyond 
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beyond the apparent intention of the 
authors who uſe ſuch expreſſions. 
I po not indeed deny that nn may 
have been taken, in this uſe of it from 
the dividing of animals in twain (1179 
S222) in the ancient federal rite : For in 
the making of ſome ſolemn © Covenants 
« it appears (as Mr H. obſerves. Trin. of 
ce the Gent. p. 284.) from Gen. xv. and 
« Jer. xxxiv. that a creature was divided 
« in two, and the parties paſſed between 
e the parts.” But at the fame time I 
think with Mr Mede * that it may alſo 
be taken from killing of beaſts for their 
ordinary feaſts at making or concluding 
Covenants, which he ſays, they did not 
uſually do for their common repaſt. 
Bur 


* Tx1s judicious author having ſpoke upon Genefis 
xv. and Jeremiah xxxiv. as deſcribing the — . 
Rite, ſays—** Hence came thoſe phraſes of 7/723 MM 
<«< in the Hebrew, of ſerire, percutere & icere fardus in 
Latin, Of opxia Ts/uvewv in Homer. To cut or to ſtrike 
„% a Covenant @ feriendis, percutiendis, & ſecandis ſacri- 
« ficits in feederibus ſanciendis : from the caſtom of friking 
«« and cutting the ſacrifices aſunder at the making of Cove- 
«** nants between man and man. Though this manner of 
e ſpeech may alſo be derived from their ordinary Thul 
* federales wherein they killed beaſts; which the Ancients 
«* in their ordinary diet did not.” Book II. Chap. vi. 
2. 37%. 
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BuT from whence ſoever the phraſe 
aN had its riſe, it is pretty evident 
from comparin g all the places together 
where it occurs, that it always ſignifies 20 
make a covenant, and doth not fignify to 
cut off a purifier. 

AN D what is more, we have an inſtance 
where NH ſtands ſingle in the ſenſe of co- 
venanting, Viz. 2 Chron. vii. 18. Then 
ce will I eſtabliſh the throne of thy king- 
« dom according as I have covenanted with 
« David ( \ND WHO) thy Father, 
« ſaying, there ſhall not fail thee a man to 
« be ruler in Mael. 

IT will not ſurely be ſaid that God. af- 
firms himſelf to have cut. off a purifier in 
this paſſage, It contains his words to So- 
lemon, in anſwer to his prayer which we 
find expreſſed i in the foregoing chapter, at 
ver. 16. in theſe words. 

Nov therefore, O Lord God of . 
keep with thy Servant David my Fa- 
« ther that which thou haſt promiſed him, 
(12 127 e De) © Saying there ſhall 
© not fail thee a man in my fight to fit 
upon the Throne of Iſrael.” _ 

Tun meaning of Carath in one of theſe 
texts is ſufficiently explained by in 


L 3 the 
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the other. It cannot therefore mean ta 
cut off or to ſacrifice, but muſt in all rea- 
fonable conſtruction be interpreted of co- 
venanting, Prom ſing, or engaging. 
AND in another place, viz. Hag. ii. 5. 
we find 137 the noun uſed with mv. 
* According to the word that I covenanted 
e with you (DIRK YN) WK M27 Dx) 
ee when ye came out of Egypt. — If Ca- 
rath here means to cut , it means to cut 
off a word, or a matter: of which I con- 
feſs I cannot make ſenſe. 

AND in another place we fog MID 
uſed along with it, viz. Neb. ix. 38. 

« AND becauſe of all this we make a 
e ſure (covenant) and write it, and our 
Princes ſeal unto it.” The Hebrew is, 
—D70) MER PIN. AIR ART born. 

Mx H. had faid (Trin. of the Gent, 
P- 369.) © There is nothing like a written 
** covenant except in this text, and the 
b word Berith is not uſed there.” 

ON which I obſerved ec Here was 
160 then an inſtance of Carat b where it gan- 
« not fignify to cur of, but is ſo applied tq 
another word ſignifying covenant, as that 
« it can have no other meaning than tq 
&* make a covenant.” Bft p. 1 
n 77 9 


* 
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To this Mr Aboab replies, p. 52— 
that on is a noun ſignifying Security; 


and that the meaning of the paſſage is, 
e We jointly and ſeparately, the whole di- 


«« viſion of the people, paſs ſecurity.” 


W1TH what propriety jointly and ſepa- 
rately come into his interpretation I cannot 
ſee, nor what he means by the 20% Di- 
viſion of the people: But I obſerve that, 
according to Mr Aboab himſelf, Carath fig- 
nifies here ſomething different from cut- 
ting off, or even from cutting in twain, 


though he ſays in the next page that it 


hath no otber fignifigation. 

Mx Bate takes dad adverbially, vers, 
profettd, truly, or in truth, in which ſenſe 
it is ſometimes, and rightly uſed ; and to 
this ufe of it here I make no exception. 
But he i interprets DMD NMR * We cut 
« offi Viz. 4 af aq rification.” How is this 
collected? Why he ſays ſomething muſt 
be underſtood | 1 BRA. and Ban, 
and therefore he undertakes to ſupply it 
thus “ They flew the Sacrifice, and 
e writ what 9 promiſed to perform with 
* an Execration,” &c. p. 105. And thus 
he ſupplies one verb with Berith purifica- 
tron, and the he with Aab a Curſe. | 

I. 85 ve) Mn 


[ 152 ] 

Mx Moody ſuppoſing with Mr Aboab 
that 132K is a noun governed by Carath, 
and with Mr Bate that Carath muſt not 
loſe its ſignification of cutting off in Sacri- 
fice, interprets Vp of a kind of Sacrifice 
never heard of before, and renders it 
« We cut off Faith, that is, a Faith-offer- 
ce jg *, and ſign and ſeal.” p. 140. 

I n AD taken notice before that this is 
the only place in the Old Teſtament where 
Mr H. allowed Covenant to ſtand. And 1I 
may now obſerve, that the only thing in 
which theſe three Gentlemen all agree in 
their Accounts of -this text, is, that Cove- 
nant ſhall not ſtand here. It is either 


Security. Promiſe with Exteration, or a 
pins cas. | 


Turkr 


+ To give the better countenance t to this interpretation, 
Mr Moody obſerves. 

«THAT the Greek ajuvo; and uh ſeem to come from 
don, and that Chriſt the Anti- type of Sacrifice is called 

&.“ p. 141. 

Bur ſhould he not firſt have proved that there was a ſa- 
crifice offered on this occaſion? And that ſuch ſacriſice or 
Faith offering was made with a lamb? And although both 
theſe had been proved by him, yet his Etymology of a he, 
and his reaſon why Chriſt is ſaid to be Auen would appear 
groundleſs and fanciful. And how much more muſt they 
appear ſo, when he has no better Argument for @ny Her- 
ing having been made than his own ſuppoſition That they 
** evould not omit Sacrificature on this Occafion F'? 
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THERE 1s not the leaſt intimation in the 
context that there was any Sacrifice in this 
caſe, as Mr Bate and Mr Moody pretend. 
Or ſuppoſing with Mr Bate that n3»D8 
ſhould be tranſlated in #ruth, yet Y will 
ſignify covenanting without Berith expreſ- 


ſed as in 2 Chron. vii. 18. And will not 


fignify cutting off (viz. a purification) or 
ſaying, (viz. a ſacrifice) for which con- 
ſtruction, they who ſo interpret it, cannot 
I believe bring any warrant or parallel 
n 


EE Gr. 


—— 
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SE CT. XV. 


T HEODOTION renders n in 
Job xl, 28, by danibnu, and Symma- 
chus, 2 Sam. iii. 21, by ovvri0ns, as appears 
in the Hexapla: From whence the Lexi- 
con to the Hexapla gives pangere fdus 
among the ſenſes of Carath. And this 
agrees with the LXX verſion in which 
N in 2 Chron. vii. 18. (where it occurs 
without a noun expreſſive of Covenant) is 
rendered by diebE., the fame word com- 
monly uſed for it in that verſion when Be- 
rith 1s joined with it. And though the 
LXX do not conſtantly keep to arid, 
but uſe occaſionally wow or cuil, yet 
they never tranſlate it by any word that 
carries the idea of culting in it. 
Tur Apoſtles likewiſe in quoting the 
Old Teſtament, make uſe of no other 
Greek words than theſe (except olange) 
though 
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* they do not always keep to the 
very word led by the LXX. Thus for 
inſtance, Heb. viii. 5. St Paul gives cuilehusu 
for , Jer. xXxxi. 31. where the LXX 
gives diahnogpas. And viii, on he puts roi 
for 177915, Jer. xxxi. 32. where the LXX 
uſe den, And ix. 20. he renders 1 
Exod. xxiv. 8. by uiid, which the LXX 
had rendered by diebe. Whence I con- 
clude, that ſince neither the LXX nor the 
New Teſtament give the leaſt hint that 
cutting off a purifier is the meaning of the 
Hebrew phraſe therefore it is not che 
meaning of it. 

Ajalnm according to Mr Bares fuppoſi 
tion that it may ſignify Sacrifice becauſe it 
ſignifies Inſtitution, may be brought to ſig- 
55 an hundred other igſfitutions beſide 
that of Sacrifice. For Inſtitution is a gene- 
ral abſtract word, extending to every wr 
pointment, and eſtabliſhed ceremony, in 
as great a latitude as Woe and cuile dtm, 
neral verbs of Action, are applicable to 
Ordinances, Divine or Human, © Berith, 
« (ſays Mr Bate) is what the LXX tran- 
e {late abwen, the Inſtitution of God. And 
« that zn/titution was purification, p. 145. 
For though the Greek wgrd doth not 


4 fig 
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« ſignify purification, yet it leads us to that 
cc Idea, almoſt whether we. will or no.” 
p. 180. Since we are all agreed that the 
idea of purification goes always with blood 
and bloodſheding in the expiatory Sacri. 
fices under the Law, And they are that 
<« znſtitution which this word leads to, ibid. 
« —The cutting 'off Berith, was laying a 
« Creature in Sacrifice; and. the creature 
« cut off was called Berith [LXX vat] 
s becauſe it was what they a. them- 
« ſelves with.“ Pp. 126, 

Bur now this kind of Argument may 
be uſed againſt their expoſition with the 
ſame ſucceſs that it is uſed for it. ex. gr, 
Convivium faederale is an inſtitution that 
leads us to be idea of covenant whether 
we will or no. As an inſtitution it is da- 
ben, to which all the Greek verbs above- 
mentioned are applicable. The 7nftitution 
is a feaſt, or an eating, according to Mr 
Meade, Berith the Hebrew, coming moſt 
probably from Barah. And the Hebrew 
verb Carath commonly uſed with it, cor- 
reſpond in, more ſenſes than one: For it 
not only ſignifies to ſlay the creatures for 
the feaſt (as is obſerved above by Mr Mede) 
but it alſo ſignifies to cur of : piece, and 
zo 
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fo cut in pieces, for the better convenience 
of eating ; and it ſignifies moreover to chew 
food (according to our verſion of Numb. 
xi. 33-) Therefore Carath Berith may 
mean to partake of a feaſt, and from thence 
applied to the thing ſignified by eating to- 
gether, Yo make a Covenant. 

WERE any one to - propoſe this as the 
Original Etymological ſenſe of * M5 
I think as much might be ſaid for it with 
reſpect to the force and grammatical pro- 
priety of the words, as theſe Gentlemen 
have ſaid for its ſignifying to cut off a ſe- 
creter, or a purifier, or a purification. And 
that the Idea of Covenant comes altogether 
as eaſily from the one, as that of purifica- 
tion from the other. 

Bur let me not be charg ed becauſe I 
put this new account of the 2 upon 
a level * Mr H.'s new account of it, 
with“ giving up all, or any thing that 
e T have ſaid, or with {lighting it as of no 
« conſequence.” 
ſtruction Mr Bate, p. 68. and Mr Moody, 
p- 15. were ſo kind as to put upon he new 


invented derivation of Elobim (as it is called) 
which was a ſuppoſition profeſſedly de- 


n only to try how far it would weigh 
: againſt 


For that is the con- 


[ 188 “ 1 

againſt what had been advanced by Mr C. 
concerning the derivation of that word. 

AON G other conceſſions fatal to my 
Cauſe which Mr Moody fancies I have 
made, there is one, for the explaining of 
which this ſeems to be the propereſt 
place. | 

Hex ſays, he is informed, p. 128. © that 
1% though the Arabic has a word of near 
tt the ſame ſound and letters with HH 
e and N yet it has not among its medley 
&« of fignifications any one that favours the 
te covenanting fide.” (Doth he, or doth 
his Informant mean that there is one word 
in Arabic of nearly the ſame ſound and 
letters with both theſe, or one word near 
to one, and another to the other?) * And 
« this, (ſays he,) probably makes the 
tt Doctor ſay f it be afted whether the 
te root Nn have the idea of covenanting in 
« it, I cannot ſay it hath, p. 109, This, 
one would think is giving up the point, 
re but he adds, neither is it neceſſary that it 


cc 1 


W1THOUT regard to the Arabic word, 
or words whatever they be, I ſpoke what 
I believe is juſt and right when the whole 
ſentence is taken together. For I added 
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immediately to prevent miſtakes, ** Yet 
« there is as good a Connexion between 
« Covenant, and the uſual ſenſes of Nn 70 
« cut, to chooſe, to eat, as is to be found in 
© many other derivatives with the roots 
« that are aſſigned them.” 

AnD what I meant was this, that Ma, 
like ſeveral other roots, cannot be faid to 
carry in it the Idea of every noun that is 
derived from it. That the idea of à cove- 
nant, for inſtance, did not always accom- 
pany the ideas of cutting, or choofmg, or 
eating, which are the given ſenſes of the 
verb; though at the ſame time a con- 
nexion might be diſcovered between a Co- 
venant and thoſe Actions in certain particu- 
lar circumſtances. And that this was ſuf- 
ficient to account for the derivation of the 
word, as it is the beſt account that is 
uſually given for many other derivations. 
ex. gr. If it be aſked whether the root 
IM have the idea of divorcing in it, I c. 

not ſay it hath : Neither is it necefſary that + 
it ſhould ; yet there is ſuch a connexion be» 
tween HH Divorcement, and one of the | 
ſenſes, of N, that nobody will doubt 
the one being properly put under the other. 
For though N as Mr Aboad tell us, p. 53. 


cc « bas 
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ce has no other ffgnification, (that is, as 1 
« apprehend, no other radical Idea) than 
te that of cutting aſunder, or dividing in 
te twain, yet in what ſome call a figura- 
< tive, metaphorical ſenſe, but I (ſays he) 
* chooſe. to ſay, from fimilitude =— =» 
A is a bill of Divorcement,——that 
« which cuts the marriage tye.” 

Mx Aboab indeed may be miſtaken in 
thinking Carath hath no other fignificatim 
than to cut in twain, yet I think he Judges 
right as to the figurative ſenſe, or the ſenſe 
from ſimilitude, viz. that nn gives the 
idea of ſeparation, or dividing the union of 
thoſe who had been made by matrimony one 
fleſb; though Carath, conſidered as a root, 
doth not give the idea of @ Divorcement 

between man and wife. 

And ſo I think it is as to ſeveral other 
derivatives. The connexion of the nouns 
with the root may appear, on due atten- 
tion to circumſtances, which will lead us 
from the former to the Idea, or to ſome 
part of the Idea affixed to the latter. But 

ſtill neither the root may contain the whole 
idea belonging to the noun, nor perhaps 
the noun preſerve any part of the idea be- 

longing to the root. And it may be clear, 

| or 
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or it may be obſcure by what ſteps the va- 
riation was made. Now if this be ſome- 
times the caſe, as I apprehend it is, then 
it 7s not neceſſary that Mn ſhould have the 
idea of covenanting in it, to make it the 
legitimate Root of Berith a covenant, or 
indeed that n ſhould ſignify 4 purifier, 
though it were the derivative of n 70 
purify. Etymologies have ſometimes their 
uſe, and no ſmall uſe towards aſcertaining 
the ſenſe of words. But to inſiſt on the 
ſenſes that the Etyraologies recommend, 
when uſage appears to have adopted an- 
other ſenſe, is the way to confound all 
meaning of language. 

Ir covenants were made among the 
Hebrews by Repaſt with each other in an 
Epulum federale, as a form or rite in pri- 
vate agreements between' man and man ; 
or by dividing an Animal, and paſſing 
through its divided parts, in more ſolemn 
and religious Covenants ; the idea of a C- 
venant will ariſe in Berith from 772 in 
one caſe, and the idea of making a Cove- 
nant from , in both caſes; though 
neither Carath nor Barah carry any idea of 
AN in their une! or radical 

nſes. 


Parr II. 
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Ir might happen indeed, and proba. 
bly did often happen among the He rews, 
that the covenanting feaſt was made with 
the peace-offerings, or what had been ſa- 
crificed to God. If it be true, as ſome 
writers on the Jewiſh Sacrifices have faid, 
from Lev. xvii. that while the Jjradite 
remained in the Wilderneſs they could cat 
no fleſh which had not been firſt preſent- 
ed to God, and part of it burnt upon his 
Altar; then their feaſts or eatings upon 
their Covenants were neceſſarily made 
with peace-offerings, and were at the ſame 
time Feaſts War 4 Sacrifice. Which cu- 
ſtom might be continued more or leſs 
afterwards for convenience, when there 
was no longer a neceſſity to oblige them. 
Yet allowing this to have been the caſe, 
the Covenant nevertheleſs yas a diſtin 
thing from the Sacrifice ; and Berith in its 
grammatical propriety conveyed no idea 
of purification, although the parties to 
the agreement might be purified by the 
Sacrifice. 
Mx Bote indeed tells us, 5. 399, & 8 
Covengut Sacrifice among che - Hebrews 
and of an Oatb- Offering among the Greeks 
for the confirmation of covenants - -= 
© Hangs: 


1 
1 
daths: and ſays it is © the cloſe connexion 
« between the ſacrifices and "the deſign 
for which they offered them, / clearly 
« expreſſed in "the Titles They gave theſe Sa- 
«© crificts, that has given the Doctor the 
« whole pretenee he his to diſpate, all the 
« rom he hath of coniteſtitig with us tlie 
© true ſenſe of thoſe phraſes,” e 
I M1GtT long have ſearched for the 
original words of theſe Titles, Covenant- 
Sacrifice and Oath-Offe#irig, (which ate 
terms quite new to me) if I had not found 
on looking back to the begining of the- 
paragraph, that he only means Berith 
and beuten. Though how Berith which 
was before a Purification Sacrifice, (be- 
cauſe Berith from Bur has no other fi gni- 
flcation than purify, pure and clean, ac- 
cording to Mr Bate, p. 126.) ſhould come 
to be a Govenant=Sacrifice without any Idea 
of Covenant, ſeems to me very extraor- 
dinary on Mr Bates principles. It is 
giving a title to a Sacrifice from the ſenſb 
of a noun, which ſenſe of the noun he wil 
not at other times admit of, except Mt 
de in . of his interpretatiohi 
of it by Pursfier, Purification, or Sacri- 
fee. Wet. all the other nouns. 
2 Pa by 
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by which Sacrifices are intitled and diſtin- 


guiſhed from each other, as BWR, By5y 
NUN, retain their ſignifications in their 
application to Sacrifices, Sin-offerings, Tre. 
paſs-ofterings, Peace-offerings. And if Be. 
rith conveys no Idea but that of purifying, 
then conſidered as a ſacrifice it muſt mean 
a purification offering : as both Mr Bat: 
and Mr Moody (p. 153.) ſay it doth. But 
if a Covenant-Offering be the tile, and 
covenant be clearly expreſſed in the Title 
then Berith muſt ſignify in that application 
Covenant and not Purifier. Which gives 
me a better pretence, and more room 
to diſpute the ſenſe of the word than! 
ever expected to have received from 
Mr Bate. For a Covenant-Sacrifice being 
called Berith, is as good a proof that 
Berith ſignifies properly a Covenant, as an 
Oath-offering being called opxwy is a proof 
that op properly ſignifies an oath. 

T H 1s however will be, repreſented 3s 
a conceſſion, that no covenants were ever 
made among the Hebrews . otherwiſe than 
by. Sacrifice. But this will not follow: 
for the ſame reaſon which I gave in p. 138. 
in regard to the ſuppoſed facrificial ſenſe 
of Carath, viz. that tho the original 5 

* . 0 
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of 0 might be according to Mr H. to 
cut or cut off, and its application to cove- 
nants might have been owing to the uſe 
of the verb in Sacrifices as he ſuppoſed, 
« yet even on that footing it might become 
« in proceſs of time a cuſtomary phraſe, 
« to expreſs the making or entring into a 


« covenant, when no ſacrifices were offer- 
« ed or even dreamed of.” | 

ALL my opponents in their turns 
blame me for ſaying this. Mr Bate ſays 
*it is little better then dreaming to talk 
« ſo.” p. 184. His reaſon is, that as 
« ſuch phraſes had never come into uſe, 
« had it not been for the cuſtoms which 
they ſo naturally expreſs, ſo neither is 
« there reaſon to ſuppoſe that they ſhould 
«ever be uſed, whilſt thoſe cuſtoms were 
«in common uſe, but with reſpect to 
them, becauſe it would have been a 
* direft falſehood for any one to have ſaid, 
] have cut off a Berith———when he had 
* not done ſo; it being natural to under- 
e ſtand people to mean by a phraſe what is 
© commonly ' underſtood by it.” P. 183. 
Mr Moody to the ſame effect.— e This 


e could not hap pen while Sacrificature | 
* was in uſe,” p. 175. 4 


M3 by: 
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Bur let them try this ſort; of reaſon. 
ing upon Job xxxi, 1. 1999 17193 nay, 
This is an inſtance. of the phraſe early 
enough, and long. before ſacrificature 
0 If this be rendered Fe I hape cut 
« off a Berith, with ming, eyes, why then 
* ſhould. I, think, upon a maid,” it, muſt | 
either be, ſhewn how be literally did ſi or, 
according to Mr Bate, it was a dire 
falſehood for him to have ſaid ſo; ſince. to 
uſe that phraſe as an, Idiom, or figurative- 
ly, could not haye happened, while ſacrifica- 
ture was, in uſe, But if Carath Berith was 
a cuſtomary, phraſe. for making a covenant, 
taken from Sacrifices, fœderal Rites, or 
Feaſts, it might, be uſed, and well: under- 
ſtood in this ication f it to the, eyes, 
though. the Rites, it referred to were yet 
in uſe, And ſo alſo in as many other ap- 
plications of it as would expreſs a cyvenant 
e a ſacrifice, &e, performed for 
t 
K Þ 9 1 had, chene in g 
ane ology. among, the Greeks 
| and Q Romans, pat o, ferire te dui, 
ere in uſe among them ta expreſs the, 
5 ir -of leagues; — yg 2_ 
e eren to an ot. dat 
a hs * fe fice, 
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fice: from which a&s in general the ex- 
preſſſons neverthelefs are rene to take 
their rift: for tlie truth of Which I refer 
myſelf to the beſt Criticks and Graiti- 


marians. 


Ma Bare ſays opts (Wwhich" 1 Had ren- 
dered Cumpacts upon Oath, and this he re- 
preſents as a wrong tr unflation) meant the 
creutures cut off” on thoſe occaſions, and 
quotes ogxiz Wis"s in Homer, II. 7. I. 24 55 
252, 269. where he ſuppoſes thoſe words 
to mean the” vitfims” that were cut off. 
(Scripture meani — Aleim, p. 164, 165. 
2 184, 185. aueh quotes "the "ſame 
in the fame” ſenſe, p. 178, 179, 180; 

I sH0VLD have been thankful for _ 
Remiark*if they could have ſhewn'it a ju 
one; But that, I think; they hive not bo 5 | 
nor proved me guilty” of a wong. tra- 
ſlation. 

Fo in the firſt place where the expreſ- 
fion-occtirs in Homer, II. g. 1. 124. 

Opus Tia Tayuoiles, | &gu Ounfnperay alp. 
The interpretation by .Z.”Stephens, in his 
 Thiſauris,” is icto Kader fido &. fir mo. And 
he conſtrues ee, by fandus Juręjurando 
ſancitum. And cites Thucydides and Herodo- 
tus fot that ſenſe of the eel, Nay, ſome- 
M 4 times, 
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times ox is uſed for ques, Thucydides, 
01490 %L long To ue, And in which of 
theſe two ſenſes it ſhould be taken in 
Homer 2 II. f. 


Tov dn ouleoras v 08x40 neil. nuu, 


let others determine. But it evidently 
carries the former ſenſe when it is joined 
with Perus, II. y. I. 74. 


Ot e pi xα. oprue Wige rapes. 


Ogxic wic 18 found, indeed, in another 
ſenſe when joined with the verb Pg» or 
ewzyw, in the verſes quoted by Mr Bate, 
and is applied to lambs, wine, = fruits, 
prepared for Sacrifice. But Euftathius 
(quoted by Mr Moagy) upon this uſe of 
the phraſe, ſays, Opgxia Wis" Ov provev ele os 
£v0px0s AGYOl, GAAG Kot e EY Opxois Ng: 
And therefore ſome of the beſt interpre- 
ters of Homer render ogua wire, in theſe 
places, by Res neceſſariæ ad 7 firma; 
and not ſimply federa Arma, as Mr Moody 
tranſlates the words in his verſion of Eu- 
 fathing's Annotation, which is neither 


* ee 
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agreeable to Euſtathiuss meaning, nor to 
his own. See p. 180. 

BuT Euſtatbius ſays further (upon the 
ph raſe Tyavew opric ——— To ratet On 0px4% Wap 
Opnew x. Hgedolw To bug Ta ems ogni cp 
$104,——r0 fic uo ore, In both theſe 
explanations ego» is diſtinguiſhed from the 
Sacrifice, is not the victim that is cut off, 
It is either a ſolemn Oath, or a compact with 
an Oath ratified by a ſacrifice. And it is 
in one or other of theſe ſenſes, and as I 
take it in the latter chiefly, that we are to 


underſtand ogx4v in Homer, as in II. 2. 
I, 299. 


Orrolsg0: Tpolepor urig 2 WA E,j,ỹ 


NE1THER is any ſtreſs to be laid on 
ri from its literal and proper ſignifica- 
tion. For it is uſed of Libations, or ra- 
ther with words literally meaning libations 
in ſacrifice, but cuſtomarily fi gnifying 
peace, truce, covenant, &c. as Emordas rin 
lu, aal dia t wor, Eurip. Helena. Il. 
1251. And again, without reference to 
any Species of Sacrifice S jo ,. F- 
dus mecum inibit, as Jo. Barnes expounds 
it, Eurip. Kania, I. 375. 


MR 


n 
Mm Bate is pleaſed to ſay, that's Eur. 
« pides uſes Trodac Tween; becauſe cu 
the Sacrifice” was the Oath” ity action 5 
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Hi w m, literally Iibumina, could 
ho Iterally can in order to reprefent an Oath 
it action; Ido not underſtand ſo well, as 
Ido that crondat and ine reh hDay have 
been uſed as cuſtomary 8 fer mak- 
ing leagues, cougnants; &c. none 
of the ceremonies which ech firſtiriſe 
to: thoſe phraſes were performed. Sb that 
it unay be ſaid of them; as an great maſter 
in this kind of learning ſaid of the other 
phraſe, which gave occaſion to this digreſ- 
fion, via Hence comes be Ph ſe 
te Opie Tarn, in Latin, ferire fædus, i. e. 
eto make a Co nn Dri Potter's: Ar. 
chæuiagia Græca, p. 253. of Voll I- 

Ipo not deny that the ufage of 'Carath 
iacth / ſenſs· of 1 or in vonjunc- 
ton with Bexithi may have been originally 
taken from a« very ancient Rite of cove-' 
nanting by dividing of Animal; ſince it is 
once / uſęd in a deſcription of that cere- 
mony, Nur. xxxiv: But although this may 
account for that peculiar ſenſe of the verb, 


or . the dropping or chznging its literal 
meaning 
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meaning in certain applications of. it, yet 


in the tranſlation. of it into other languages 
no notice, is needfpl, or indeed ordinarily 
ſpeaking proper, to be taken af its radical. 
or literal meaning, whenge its. peculiar ag, 
idiomatick ſenſe was originally taken; but 
only the idiomatick ſenſe is to be confider- 
ed. I had expreſſed myſelf, i in the Diſſer - 
tations, on this, Article, ip. theſe. words, 
that, the true meaning. * theſe ſeveral 
te verbs (viz. NM, Ty; Feria, when uſed; 
te with n, rer dus) 1 in all the other, 
te uſes of them, is not loſt or impaired by: . 
« this application, of them; to, Covenants ;, 
4 neither is their true and proper mean 
* ing retained in this application: At leaſt 
« it is only, ſo far retained as. may. A. to 
Fe Tren out the, origin af ſuch applications 
139; 
K s Mr. Bate repreſepts this. . ſcarce, con 
ent with itſelf, p. 188, And Mr.Myody, 
wiſhes © he could. find out the, trug. and: 
proper meaning of theſe words.” P..17þy 
I ſhall explain my meaning in te = 5 
Isvrresz hg literal mepning, of 
and wer is h cue And that of the Latin 
very fre ich, Pergutins to Aer, YC 
hat I intended to obſerve RRP] r 
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that theſe meanings are in all the other 
uſages of theſe verbs /till the ſame they 
were, notwithſtanding this peculiar ſenſe 
in which they muſt be taken when they 
are uſed with nouns ſignifying Covenant. 
We fay, for inſtance in Enghfh, to ftrike a 
bargain, a phraſe: commonly and juſtly 
thought to be taken, from an old cuſtom, . 
(not yet laid aſide) of friking' bands in 
ſign of a bargain concluded. But uſage 
hath ſince determined it to ſignify making 
a bargain, though hands be not truck. 3 
Nor will Mr Bate Hünſelf I believe, main- 
tain, that to ſpeak of Ari king a bargain, 
when hands were not truck, is a fal lſehood. 
Now, I fay, this verb yet retains its ſigni- 
fication of ſiniting or giving a blow, when 
uſed on other occaſions, though it hath 
loſt this meaning when it is applied to a 
bargain. For none will fay it. is in this 
application taken in the ſenſe of ſmiting a 
bargain, or giving a blow ta an agreement, 
Therefore this which is its firſt or literal 
meaning is not retained in its application 
to bargains, Or at leaſt if it may be faid 
to be retained in any reſpect, it is any ſo 
far as it ſerves to Point the origin of uch 


6 tad iu 


_ 
"2 WHAT 
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Wu is ſaid of this phraſe in our 
own tongue, may eaſily be applied to the 
verbs aboyementioned in, other languages, 
And the inference from thence with re- 
ſpect to them all, is equally eaſy. to be 
made, v2. that if we will always retain 
the firſt or literal ſenſe of words after cu- 
ſtom has dropped that ſenſe in certain pe- 
culiar phraſes, and has adopted another 
ſenſe in its room; and if we will tranſlate 
them into other languages: in their literal 
ſenſe, inſtead of rendering them according 
to the ſenſe adopted by cuſtom, we ſhall 
commit a double abuſe, and injure both 
the writers whom we tranſlate, and the 
readers for , whoſe uſe we make the 
verſion. 

Taz ſum of what has been ſaid upon 
Carath, may be comprized in the follow- 
ing Articles. 

1. THAT my Opponents are not rightly 
agreed about the primary, idea, or radical 
ſenſe of Carath, any more than they are 
about that of Berith : Each of them giv- 
ing an idea ſomething different; and none 
of them giving one that will hold through- 


out all its applications, nor under its appli- 
cation to Covenant | in particular. 


: 2, THAT 


(44 ] 

2. Tu Ax tlie 'palliges'of Scripture on 
which Mr H. grounded his new interpre. 
tation of it, in its conjunction with u, 
do not warrant his conſtruction by cutting 
off # purifier, 


3. Tur it is not a ſacrificial term, viz, 


is not uſed umong the terins by, Which 


any of the 1g ſacrifices are \Ehjbitied, or 


defcribed in Sera but is only a term 


ufed, and that bat once, in the account 


of the Cydenanting Rite. 

4. THAT ie Is neither neceſſity of 
cor itruing it, nor propriety in under- 
ſtanding it, When Joined with Berith, 
of ching 4 Victim: Some texts Where⸗ 


in tlie phraſe occurs 1 Mr H. 
tra nſlation from the great improbability 
of a ficrifice being performed, and other 
terets favottrittg a different conftrudion 45 
more reaſonable. 

s. TRAHAT although we may not be 
bil to ſay With certainty what particu- 
lar practice or cuſtom it was chat brought 
the- phriſſe into uſe; or from what ſpe- 
cial circumſtance &f cutting Carath became 
applied to covenants, yet its © Meral and] pro- 


per ſenſe of curtii is not conveyed in the 
phraſe 


. . 
R . I = WT 4 — * - p 3 3 a cd 825 = 
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phraſe itſelf, into which another ſenſe 13 
by uſage adopted. 

6. AN p that therefore to make 405 


venant is the proper tranſlation of 4 
vm, and, being far from deſerving blame, 


ought _ to ſtand .in our Bibles. 


* 3 r= 9 1 2 f « * IM * _ ws = F = 
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DEFENCE 


DISSERTATIONS 


CONCERNING THE 


ETYMoLoGy and SCRIPTURE-MEANING 
of the Hebrew Words Elobim and Berith, 


PART III. 
SECT. XVI. 


HE Streſs that is laid by my 

| Opponents upon the ruling or 
radical idea in the interpretation 
of both the words, which are the ſubject 
of this diſpute, is worthy of a more parti- 
cular Conſideration. 

M Moody ſays it is my flumbling-blech, 
P-45- Nor does he judge amiſs in ac- 
counting it one of the many that I cannot 


eaſily get over, and therefore obſtructs, 
* pers or 


[19959] 
or at leaſt retards my ſubſcribing to their 


e For I am by no means recon- 


ciled, as 'yet; to their manner of making 


one idea, or the ſame original ſignification, 


in whole, or in part, run through ALL 
the words of the ſame radical letters. 


Tris, it is true, appears ſo plain to 


Mr Aboab, that he ſeems to think it muſt 
be admitted, and approved of as ſoon as 


it is underſtood, And that I may under- | 


ſtand it fully he argues thus. 


« LET one inſtance ſuffice for the proof 


« of this. MYR is very often uſed as a 


« pronoun THESE. And repeated 
Deut. xxvii.) SO ME. How the 


« word in this uſage retains the idea of 

« Swearing, or taking an Oath, no juſt 

« reaſon I apprehend can be afligned.” 
38. 


Tuus far Mr Aboab and I do perfectly 


agree. 
He EY ibid. 
« bg then ſigmfies / jurare, or adj Jurare 


ein a ſecondary ſenſe by affinity: And 


© whenever the Context requires it to be 


© ſo conſtrued, the reaſon muſt be ſought” 


from ſome action which ! i8 Nr of 


Fans 131 an 


| 
| 
1 
i 
! 
| 
| 
1 
| 
{ 
| 


ſtrict radical idea. For I find both theſe 
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« an Oath, and which will bold good in 
« mx under AL L its applications.” 
Hz RE now it is that I muſt beg leave 
to differ from him; even after J have care. 
fully peruſed and weighed all that he or 
Mr Moody have faid on their primary root 
h: to which one gives POSITION, 
the other IN TER POSITION, for the 


ideas to be ſo extreamly diffuſive, that they 
will correſpond (in the manner 
aid to correſpond with D and its deriva- 
tives) equally well with a great many other 
roots and their derivatives, if any one 
pleaſes to ſuppoſe, as theſe Gentlemen have 
fappoſed in this caſe, either of them to be 
the primary idea of thoſe other roots, and 
the reigning idea of all the derivatives from 
them. 3 

AND yet any idea leſs extenſive than 
what they have aſſigned to this root x 
cannot ſerve their purpoſe, or ſhew the uſe 
and perfection of their Rule. For to find 
a ſenſe. or an idea that ſhall run through 
Os in all its applications, and through al 
the words cognate in letters which they 
range under it, ſuch for inſtance as r 
dw, P82, 28, and Hm in all their hes: 
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or, through M and its whole ac 
cording to the Roll they produce , 
, Nn, Ma, &c. with all the deriva- 
tives from theſe fecondary of ſubordinate 
Roots, feerns to me — — without 
fixing on fore meaning or idea, ſo com- 
prehenfive as to take in almoſt every ſub- 
je that we have a word for in language: 
Which inſtead of clearing up any thing, 
would be the way to confound every thing, 
if extended in like manner to other roots. 
And yet many there are which will re- 
ideas extenſive and general 
to fait them, and their derivatives in all 
their applications. 

Lone might any perſon ſtady eo di- 
cover one ruling idea, chat flialt be — 
in a variety of verbs, nouns, pronouns, pr. 
poſſtions, al particles, ſignifying reſpeo- 
tively, in different contexto—=Swenringn = 
Cur fingo———Contt afFing—— Covenanting 
Strength=— Irradiation an O- Ran. 
4 Kid or Stag— Valley=-a Shell, Arch 
or Porth=——a Poſt, 4 — exc 
thoſe—to and from n. and ner, &e. Wu 
out having recourſe to the expedient 
that can be thought of for the purpoſe, vic. 
ſome general abſtract idea of action, ' that 
N 2 ſhall 
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ſhall be deſcriptive in ſome way or other, 
or by ſome reference or other, of them 
all. | 

AN p ſuch are the ideas of Pofition and 
Interpofition, which under the terms of 
Putting and Altering are the firſt inſtances 
of Tranſcendental Relations of Action ſimple 
in Dr Wilkinss Philoſophical Language. 
Such alſo is the idea of Secretion, which 
under the Article of Joining and Separating 
makes the firſt inſtance of Tranſcendental 
Relations of Action comparate in the ſaid 
Real Character. And the general ideas of 
theſe Relations do ſo interchange with 
each other, and are ſo difficult to be kept 
diſtin in the mind, that in common 
uſage or language they paſs for the ſame. 
Joining is putting things together, which 
is ſtill Pofition. Secretion alſo is putting 
things aſunder, and ſo: comes under Mr 
Aboab's radical idea of oh, though it be 
ſaid to be the peculiar and primary ſenſe 
of N. Nay, it not only falls under Mr 
Aboab's general idea of Pofition, but under 
Mr Moody's more limited radical ſenſe of 
dx Interpofition. For all ſecretion is made 
by an interpofition to a change of ſtate or 
condition, . ein LOOnT M 
125 | Max 
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Mx Moody ſays in his Preface, p. 28. 
« For any thing Mr Archdeacon knows, 
« Elobim may be rendered Covenant, and 
« Berith, God.” 

WHrarT reaſon he had to ſay this, the 
reader will beſt judge by turning to thoſe 
pages in my Diſſertations that are referred 
to, viz. 56. and 110. I thought indeed 
it was ſtrange how this interchange of 
Senſes could be inferred from my con- 
ſtruction of thoſe two words: But he has 
given'me a pretty ſtrong inſtance of the 
ſame thing happening in their own con- 
ſtructions of them. For Lzght, which he 
fays, p. 108. is the full Image of Ta, is 
alſo Mr H.'s by El, Irradiator or Irradia- 
tion, which Mr Moody tells us is the Light 
interpoſed between the Orb of the Sun and 
us. So here the ideas of b and of 93 
Interpofition and Secretion coincide, and 
Mr Moody's full Image of the latter, is that 
which Mr H. makes the true ideal mean- 
ing of the former. | 

Bo T let us examine this radical Ideas 
propounded * each of then „a line! more 
particularly. 

WI Raa got r ny Pofirion and Inter- 
E Nearly related to each other, yet 
a N 3 | not 
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not the ſame Ideas. The Queſtion is, 
which of them ought to be preferred a; 
the genuine Idea appropriate to the Root! 
Both of them are applied, with equal ſuc. 
ceſs, as I think, to the ſame words, as ] 
Mall ſhew preſently; though I do not {ee 
how —_— of them clear up the ſenſe of 
the Words, or of * paſſages which are 
produced as proofs of their propriety and 
ty in the ideal language. 

MIX Moody in laying open the proceſs of 
his diſcovery of the leading idea of by 
from whence 21)N, begins with an Ob- 
ſervation, taken from Jſaiab xbu. 10. a8 
ſornething neceſlary to be previouſly known, 
F 880 God ſays Before me there was no 

« buy formed, neither ſhall there be made ft. 
6 ar exiſt after me. This ſhows that 
« by is ſomething that was formed by 
* God, and of — ſubject to him; 
e chat its duration is limited, and that 
* jt ſhall ceaſe to be what its name im - 
tc ports.“ p. 27, 

Tugs deems to be delivered by him as 
a kind of an exigne,. of which he leaves 
the ſolution to thoſe who can find it out, 
The text itſelf carries nothing ſo myſte- 


riaus in it, The wards are yv es 
{ 


1 | 

mv c ne) Og. Before me there was 1 
God formed, neither fhall there be after me. 
Even Mr H. himſelf in this place, con- 
trary to his cuſtom of rendering bee by 


irradiator, gives it by Aleim. Before 
me there was no Aleim formed, &c. Mop. 
fine prin. p. 30. And the ſenſe, I think, 
is obvious enough, when this text is com- 
pared with chap. xliv. 8. E there a God 
befides me? and chap. xli. 4. I the Lord, 
the firſt, and with the laft, I am He. But 
Mr Moody thinks it a legitimate inference 
from no Ox being formed before God, that 
therefore an de, whatever it means, was 
formed by him. And this obliges him to 
interpret the words following——ne:ther 
ſhall there be any, of a limited duration of 
the formed , ſo that it ſhall not exift 
after God : But ſhall ceaſe to be what its 
name imports; though, what that is, he 

doth not fay. | 
AFTER having thus ſet out, he proceeds, 
Here is a word predicated of many 
A things which ſeemingly have no relation 
eto each other, unleſs they are connected 

* by ſome common idea. i#id,  - 

AND when an idea is found extenſive 
enough tq connect ſo many things toge- 
"BN 4 ther, 
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ther, it will prove to be an idea fo com. 
mon to many other things alſo, and to 
other words, as to exhibit a relation be- 
tween dx and other roots, as evidently, as 
it doth ſhew the relation between 5x and 
its derivatives, or between the many things, 
of which Ox itſelf 7s predicated. 

„ Wuar this idea or image is, becomes 
*« the next Queſtion. Strength we have 
« ſeen cannot be the Image. It is unde- 
< terminate, becauſe it may be communi- 
_ * cated many ways, and by various means.” 
Bur it is not more undeterminate than 
Mr Aboab's Pofition, An idea, that by 
Mr Aboab's own account of it is conveyed 
many more ways, and by more various 
means than the idea of Strength is com- 
municated by. | 


& # 


Ix is not more wndeterminate than Mr 
Bate's radical ſenſe of "x, which includes 
all the curſes in the Bible, and in nature, 
and denotes them, by how many ways ſo- 
ever, or by what various means ſoever the 
ideas of them are conveyed. 


wy 


No is it more wrdeterminate than his 


own leading ſenſe of 12 une 
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Mr Bates Purification, as will be ſhewn 
when we come to that article. = 
Tu principal reaſon of his rejecting 
Strength (which he refers to, in ſaying 
« Strength; we have ſeen, cannot be the 
« jmage,”) * is that 58 and ix are put 
« promiſcuouſly by Marius as the ſame 
« word, and ſtrength is the ſignification 
ec given to them both : But there is not 
« an inſtance where. they. are limited to 
« the ſenſe of Force, or ſtrength.” p. 25. 
But ſhould | he not have added to 
Marius's account of their ſignification and 
promiſcuous uſe, what Marius ſays, of oY 
or N, Eſt etiam cagnomen Ipfus Dei Bene- 
difti———quoniam fortitudo & robur eft Ipſe 
Deus in divifione prima? And is not Pal. 
Ixxxviii. 5. ( pe Map m Jam as a 
man that hath no ſtrength,) an inſtance 
where the word is limited to force or 
firength But words, he ſays, which ex- 
preſs theſe attributes in God, are general- 
ly joined to O as Ox 51710 the Great, nan 
the Mighty, &c. Deut. x. 17. Neh. i. 5. 
and ix. 32. Jer. xxxii. 18. Now if 
trength is the idea of x, then in the 
** texts abovecited it is a mere tautology. 
* It is ſaying" the „reg one is frag, che 
Stu eee great 


e oreat one is greet, and the mighty oy 
te mighty, with which'(fays he) 1 ſhould 
* be loth to charge an inſpired writer” 
ibid. But if N and 133 have the ſelf 
fame meaning or idea with x, {which 
by this account they muſt have) ſuppo- 
ſing d to mean ſtrong ; then whatever 
be the meaning of , here is an ackoow- 
ledgment that thoſe two words meah the 
fame thing, contrary to the poſition in 
pP. 16. that there are not two roots for one and 
the ſame image or idea. But if theſe two 
words convey different imayes, they may al- 
ſo each of them convey an image as diffe- 
rent from that of 5x as from thoſe of each 
other. m likewiſe when applied to 
to the Deity is more than an Epithet; it 
is a name of God: and though it be ſuppo- 
ſed to be taken from N robur * as 2) 4 


» Mx H. indeed will not allow it to he an abridgment 
of vn. He rather © chuſes to ſuppoſe it a foreign word, 
u name corrupted from ſome other word by 2 change 
* of a letter, or vowel, and ſo a reclaimed name. ' My/. 
Fine princ. p. 47. But in other reſpects bis objections are 
almoſt verbatim the ſame with Mr Moody's, eſpecially that 

| which regards the uſe of words of the fame meaning joined 
with e in che ſeveral texts cited by Mr Merch. But 
concerning the idea or image of the toot 9X they = 

| widely. 


1 
man is taken from Jag ualuit, rubigtus fuit, 
(ſo wr among the Latins @ viribys) and 
as U an army from n Rabur, Vines; 
yet it is uſed, like thoſe words, when 
a ſubſtantive, along with an adjective or 
epithet expreſſive of firength, Thus Jab 
XXxxVi. 5. Van IR N behold Gad is rung. 
Iſa. ix, 6, and x. 20. N22 28 God is 
mighty, So 21 mag a mighty man of 
valour. 1 Chron. xii. 28. 2 Kings v. 1. 
and Na mighty army. Great force, 
Ezek. XXXVl. 10. naa N Fartes pa- 
tentium Exek. xxxii. 20. 1 
NEvRTHETLESs fo fure is Mr Moody of 
an inſufferable tautalogy in theſe epithets, 
when joined with od under the ſenſe of 


frogih, ts, he lays, * though good 


widely, Mr H. f(ays, there is no verb to give the 
* idea of o nor of N. 80 if we ſuppoſe it to be of N 
** we muſt take the idea from the things che words are uſed 
„for, which might be emblems, viz. the Ram, and the 
Stag, and the Scarabzus, not the ſtrongeſt creatures, 
© but the two firſt with horns, and the laſt with horns 
© and feet Irradiatizg.” Mo/. fine priv. p. 49: Thus he 
gains the idea Vradiation, and the meaning of IN JIrradi- 
| ator. Whereas Mr Moody finds the image given by KN 
or dn to be 4 5, and gathers from thence the raling 
idea futerpaſtiem. And extends this ideas to Blabim, for 
which Mr K. finds another root gc. 80 doth Mr Race. 
Which of theſe are we to abide by ? 
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e Mr Archdeacon adviſes us to be content 
« with our ignorance, yet we will look out 
« for ſome other idea more conformable 
« to the texts in which this word is uſed, 
< and try to find out its original f import 
* or primary image, pb. 25 
' He would not, I believe, have hurt 
himſelf or his' cauſe, if he had on this 
occaſion given ſome attention to my advice: 
For there are limits beyond which we 
cannot ſafely go, though under pretence 
of acquiring more knowledge, and when 
we do attempt to go beyond thoſe limits 
that bound Our enquities, we too often 
out of our depth, loſe our footin &, and 
Fo difable our ſelves, as to put it in the 
ower of what we may call ignorance in 
others to inſtru us, and recal us from 
our yain purſuits, | . 
Bor Mr Moody. proceeds Among 
che ſignifications given to chis word 
< (viz bx) we find that T and its deriva- 
ee tive h are made Exel. xl. 8. to ſignify 
«a poſt, poſtis, as well as fortitudo, ftrength, 
Kc. ſo that this may give us the Proper 
5 image. p. 27. 
Bor here I muſt 5 Cakes we go 
urther, that he breaks one of his own 


rule 


18; 2 
rules, laid down as neceſſary to guide our 
enquiries into radical ideas. For he takes 
this proper 1mage of ox from the common 
interpretation of the word given by the 
Interpreters ; whereas he tells us himſelf at 
p. 45. that in the inveſtigation of the radi- 
cal Laſe of Elohim, his Reader is © not 
to conſider, if this be poſſible, how it 
« has been hitherto tranſlated, but to ſup- 
« poſe the meaning of the word to be 

« now required.” e 
THz meaning therefore of h or , is 
now required. Pois, pat, is no more 
than the common tranſlation of the word 
hitherto, and therefore muſt, if poſſible, 
be looked upon as out of the queſtion, at 
leaſt for the preſent. We muſt endea- 
vour then to gather its true fignification 
from the eontext. But here the difficulty 
returns. For if we may not conſider how 
the words of the context have been hither- 
to tranſlated, we muſt ſuppoſe the mean= 
ing of them all to be now required; and 
in this caſe I do not ſee how the difficulty 
will be got over, notwithſtanding what 
is recommended by Mr H. from Goufſet 
concerning © the examination of each 
word by the uſage in itſelf, without 
n depending 


* 
ee depending on any the Verſi 

« Greek, Vulgar, Oriental, Old, Mr cy 
(Remarks, p. 129.) But on the other 
hand, ee the tranſlations, 


(eſpecially where they all agree) as 1. 
5 


Moody does in this inſtance 
may eſteem them ſo highly as to take 
radical ſenſes from them, I can fee no 
reaſon. why we ſhould ſcruple their au- 
thority with reſpect to fecondary and 
ſubordinate ſenſes of derivatives: or why 
we may not truſt to the tranffation they 
us of Elobrm, as well as to the tranf- 
tion they give of the word which gives 
the proper image (according to Mr Mod) 
both of chart word, and of all the other 
derivates of 98. viz. A pot. 


Bor now that we have got the pe- 
image, it is not without extraordinary 
difficulty, as well as uncertainty, that it 
can be made applicable to the derivatives. 
The general Idea to be taken from it, and 
which is % ru, is nothing but an in- 
ference from an opinion of one of thoſe 
men, whom Mr Aoody ff 


peaks very eon- 
temptibly of, been and an in- 


* 's 


nay if we 


, 

$ 

» 

6 

j 

9 
4 
KC 


„ 
terpretation of Mercer's * from whence 
Mr AMeody © thinks it appears, that this 
« word is a word of condition and office ; + 
« and that this condition and office is In- 
« erpgfition 3 ſomething which like a poft, 
« porch, vamit, arch, os ſhell over a door, 
« is interpoſed to take upon itſelf what 
« would otherwiſe lie or fall upon anether, 
« and which by #his interpofition changes 
« the condition of the perſon or thing, 
« even at the hazard of the change of its 
_ « own condition. If zated, uncovered, 
« and expoſed, it covers, ſhelters, and 
« wards off the blow, by this its fituation. 
* or paſt.” p- 28. | 8 gh 

Av p thus the Ggnification of or v 
Exzeh. xl. 8. Which is, he fays, pa/is, and 
which the interpreters render by linen, or 
ſaperliminure, is transſet red to another idea, 

. 


v Rabbi Daw ſign it was 4 ea or firnix what 
« the French call van, and. we a Hell or waulted arch. 
In his book of roots he allots to 7; as being of the 
« ſame root, the ſame ſenſe. It is, ſays Mercur, 4 pres 
* minetice over a gate, 25'a Ram (called alſo'?N) hagpro» 
* minent borris, with which he beats off aſſaults 80 
* a porch or Hell which beats off, and ſkreens us om 
* ftortts, (Y and the like, the emblems und fors- 
taſtes of God's judgments): dy-ancerpuſag. between 8s and 
* them.” p. 27, 28. | ; 


[ 92 
viz. Situation, which in Engliſh is indeed 
alſo called Poſ, but is not, as I conceive, 
a ſenſe conveyed by the Hebrew. And 
inſtead of one idea, we have got a Groupe 
of Ideas, included in one term of Office ; 
Inter poſition; whereby. the condition of a 
perſon or thing is changed, at the hazard 
of the change of the condition of another 
perſon or thing. Which, if it is-to be 
carried through all the - derivatives that 
Mr Moody puts under ox, is, to my think- 
ing, very perplexing, and muſt embarraſs 
the meaning of every word, inſtead of 
aſcertaining or clearing it up. _ | 

He attempts a further explanation of 
it. He obſerves the Latin word poftis is 
derived from poſitus or poſtus. (Where 
we plainly have Mr Aboab's radical idea 
Pofition) but when Mr Moody adds“ viz. 
« from its being placed BETWEEN 
te one thing and another, by which poft or 
« pofitzon it gains a condition it had not 
« naturally, p. 28.” he deviates from, and 
endeavours to improve upon, Mr Aboab 
without any reaſon. For though it be 
really true of every pg ſo placed, that it 
is interpoſed between two other things, 
yet this Idea of the interpofition of a poſt, 

I believe 


Hogs | 

[ believe never entered into any man's head 
till Mr Moody put it there. And furely 
it is not 'a proper image to be taken for 
our guide into the primary ſenſe of thoſe 
important words, deſcriptive of the Divine 
Perſons and Actions fo 1 72 he afterwards 
applies it. 

480 (fays Mr Mord) it fignifics 4 valley, 
« or plain, which is interpoſed between 
« two hills.“ (nx) But the idea ſuits 
full as well to a 'mountain which is inter- 
poſed between'two wallies or plains ; tho 
it cannot be faid of either of them, that by 
this poſition it gains a condition that it Had 
not naturally: nor will either of them fe- 
tain that other part of the idea, Which 
reſpects tlie change of condition of the 
things between which the interpoſition is 
made;'though' it is very certain in both 
the caſes, that ſach a change could not 
otherwiſe be made than at the hazard 
of their non condition But indeed 
with reſpect to local poſition, or ihterpoſition, 
all deal matter falls under theſe Gentle- 
mens radical ideas, becauſe there is not 
a particle of matter without its proper and 
diſtinct poſition, and its mnterpofition. be- 
tween others. 
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Ox would not at firſt fight think it 
eaſy to carry either of theſe two radical 
Ideas into ſuch words as e perhaps, 
peradventure: But Mr Aboab ſhews, p. 41. 
how it may be done with regard to þbjs 
idea poſitton. viz. Gen. xviii. 24, 28, &c, 
peradventure () there be 50 righteous 
putting the caſe (ſays he) there be 
« fifty righteous,” And Mr Moody may re- 
concile his idea with it as well, by inter po- 
the caſe there be fifty righteous. | 

N is a verb which they both agree is 

of the family of 5x, and therefore muf 
convey the ſame radical idea. Thus 
1 Sam. Xvit. 39. David girded his ſword 
« upon his armour, 581 and afſayed to 
“ go, for he had not tried them. This, 
« Mr Abaab tells us meant, David oppofed 
« going for had no experience, p. 43. 
There is pgtion. But Mr Moody ſays, 
ehe interpoſed, he interfered, becauſe he 
e had not tried them.” p. 35. © For after 
« David is compleatly armed and ready 
<« to go, there is: an znterpoſition made to 
<« his actual going, and for a change of 
s dreſs, expreſſed by the word N. p. 36. 
Mx Aboab indeed falls in with 
Mr Moody's radical idea at p. 41. N 
| Nr. che 


- 


\ 
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he FREY (I have taken upon 
me to ſpeak. Gen. xviii. 27, 31.) by— 1 
7 interpoſe to ſpeak.” And again Gen. 
XxX1. 29. * © w It is in the power of 
my hand. —* It is (ſays Mr Aboab) in the 
« ;nterpoſition of my hand to do thee hurt; 
— put it forth on this occaſion I can 
« afflict thee.” And Mr Moody can ſcarce 
be ſaid to differ from Mr Aboab in the 
account they give of the pronoun o zheſe 
or thoſe. For whereas Mr Aboab tells us, 
p. 41. „that fuch pronouns as——Theſe 
« are the generations—Theſe are the words 


— heſe are the names, Fc. mean 
« The pofita, viz. what are laid or laying 


« down are the words, names, &c.” 80 
Mr Moody, p. 29. Theſe, Thoſe, that i is, 
« Pofita ; things or perſons :nterpoſed.” 


much concerned for, and intent upon, 
their own radical ideas, I do not find that 
they have taken any notice of, or ſpoken 
with any reſerve to the more ſublime ac- 
count of & the plural pronoun, which i is 
given by Mr Holloway in his Originals. * 


DO Bo r 


* « As RM the name of the Efſmce in Chrift is the 
* firſt ar chief  fingular frees of the third perſon ( He), 2 | 


But whilſt they are, each of them, fo 
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Bur the greateſt difficulty will be 
found to lie in the application of theſe 
primary ideas of Poſition and Interpoſition, 
to & in its various/uſes as a particle, And 
I think it has as ſuch, no leſs than four 
or five and twenty uſages according to 
Noldius. Mr Aboab does not venture to 
to try his radical idea with any of them. 
Mr Moody however attempts to adjuſt 
his idea to them in three inſtances, viz. 
when 58 ſignifies TO, FROM, and 
NOT.“ To and from (he ſays) imply 
« znterpoſition between the place from 
& whence you come, and the place to which 
« you go. Ne is a particle of prohibition, 
« which any thing inter poſed is.” p. 29. 

N ow if all the benefit that ariſes from 
knowing the true and primary ſenſe of 
Roots, be only to diſcover ſuch a connexionof 

words 


ce js NN alah (which is the root of the Divine Perſonal 
* name Elabim) the firſt or chief pronoun plural, only dif- 
« ferently pointed or pronounced, wiz. . Elah (They). 
Which is an additional evidence of the Trinity. For 
** if dx itſelf in the fingular do (as to the letters which 
_ ** compoſe the word with only a diverſe pointing or pro- 
* nuncation) expreſs a plurality of Perſons, much more 
«« muſt Elabim, the ſame word, in the proper plural form 
« of the ſame, expreſs a plurality of Divine Perſons, as 
« they have made the ſame their perſonal name.” Orig? 
nals Phyſical and Theological. Vol. II. p. 113. 
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and what are called its derivatives,-—1, 
cannot think it a matter. of any conſe- 
quence, either for the credit of the Hebrew 
Tongue, or for the uſe of the perſon who 
ſtudies it. For indeed ſuch an ideal lan- 
guage as they would make the Hebrew to 
be, would be the moſt uncertain and uſe- 
leſs of all languages, becauſe you may 
give What ſenſe you will to words in it, 
only prefervitig the moſt diſtant and faint 
glimpſe © of the Ori gina! Idea. 18 

Tux taſtes of ſome people may be 1 
formed, as to contemplate theſe Kinds of 
connexions with pleaſure, and perhaps to 
value and delight! in them the more, the 


leſs open they lie to common apprehen- 


ſion. For when the ſource of the idea is 
extreamly abſtruſe, and the links of its 
connexion with other words too fine to be 
perceiyed by every eye, the greater is the 
merit of diſcovering it in its diſtant and 
latent receſs, and reclaiming i it to its ancient 
uſe in the ideal language: greater {kill Alſo, 
is ſhewn ini tracing it through all the ways 
by which i it branches off, and where often- 


„5 


words of different ſenſes, with each other, 
and with the root of which they are deri- 
vatives, as hath been diſcovered in 5x, 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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times, no path for it is to be found by 
thoſe, who have leſs acumen for theſe re- 

ſearches. | A} 85 
Ius r not upon this occaſion omit 
the mention of a derivative from 5g, or 
more immediately from D, Which nei- 
ther Mr Aboab nor Mr Moody have taken 
any notice of upon this head of primary 
| ſenſes; but which nevertheleſs is given us 


by the author of the Chriſtian Plan, as an 
inſtance of an extraordinary connexion of 
a derivative with its root —and of à ſe- 
condary ſenſe with the radical 1dea, viz, 
dh cauda arietim. FROM 
Tax hint indeed is taken from Auena- 
rius, who under do dejeravit (for he 
makes this to be the root, and not ba) 
firſt puts amongſt the nouns dh dhjera- 
io; and afterwards M958 Cauda animalis: 
Concerning which he adds Et figurate 
ponitur in formd imprecationts, juxta illud, 
Deut. xxviii. r 
„THESE names (ſays the Author of 
e the Chriſtian Plan) ſeemingly ſo different 
ein their nature, and meaning, are con- 
* nected WE SEE by the idea of Exe- 


* cration, which is the firſt. and rulin 
* ſenſe in each.” p. 21, But how W 
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Mr Aloab or Mr Moody reliſh this, when 


either poſition or interpoſition are ideas as 
eaſily to be carried into this noun as into 
any other, and more eaſily at firſt ſight 
than execration ?—T beg leave however 
to remark on this paſſage, that qt is pro- 
perly Cauda animalis, being a general word 
applicable to all creatures; whereas DN 
in Scripture is only uſed for the tail or 
rump of a. Ram or Sheep, . and only of that 
ſpecies of Rams (common in thoſe 
eaſtern countries) whoſe tails were of an 
enormous fize, and. exceeding fat. And 
what is more, 221 ĩs the word in Deut. xxvili. 
quoted by Avenarius, in which Chapter 
T5 is not once mentioned; nor indeed 


% Cauda arietis vel ovis fantum, cum 27 fit gene- 
% rale.“ Buxt,———Called the famous Buxterf in the 
Chriſtian Plan. p. 20. | | 

Golius upon the Arabic WIR——*<* Cauda ovis vel ari- 
« etis, ſed duntaxat mayna illa pinguis & adipoſa quales in 
ovibus orientis ſpectare eſt. Caudam autem ovis com- 
munem, quales Europzz habent communi nomine Ara- 
bes 2 uti & Hæbræi 21. Gol. Lex. Col. 146. 

See alſo Bochart. Hieroz. Part I. lib. ii. p. 45. where 
he interpret We, and diſtinguiſties it from 22t in the 
ſame manner, and adds © eandem vocem uſurpant Samari- 
* tani, Syri, . Chaldzi, & Araben p. 494- | 

See alſo-L Hip. AZthiop. lib. i. c. 10. num. 16, 


where he ſpeaks of TIN as /pecialt nomen apud Hebraos, 


— 
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is it found in the Whole Book of: Deuter. 
nomy, though it occurs once in Exodus, 
and four times in Leviticus, in all which 
| places it is tranſlated Rump * in our Bible, 
| and Cauda in the interlineary Verſion. But 
| it 18 not in any of thoſe places mentioned 
in ſuch manner as to convey, any more 
ſpecial | idea of execration, than what all 
other animal rpc may be ſuppoſed to 
have done. 

In Exodus Xxik. 22. where it firſt OC+ 
curs, the Ram whoſe D is ſpoken of, is 
ſtiled NOD d&, Aries impletionum, or 
the Ram of Canſecration. But it hath no- 
thing at all to do with the Execrations i in 
Deut. xxviii. For there the word is 291, 
and uſed in a peculiar metaphorical ſenſe. 
For it is ſaid. among the benedictions)* Je- 
< bovab will give thee to be the Head 
« (ND) and not the rait (97 ver, 13. 
And my the 22 He ſhall be 


><: geren 


5 tail,” 


* 1 = . . 

* & adeps quibus protuberant nates, & e . 

% aſino, mulo, etiam homini,” Golius, 1 181 

; 2 Unde ad homines transfertur qui rams & 

| . aryina diſtentas.” Bocharr. ibid. Bat though this ſcnſo 

| is retained in Arabic, yet whether the Hebrews ſo uſed the 
word, as our tranſlators ſeemed yo think may be queſtioned, 


(2m }J 3 
cc tail; ver. 44. Now though ox hath 
a connexion with 2, and 237 is here fi- 
guratively put to expreſs a ſtate of male- 
diftion or woe: (as WRY 1s put to expreſs a 
ſtate of ſucceſs and proſperity): Vet how 
nn thus figuratively put, can help towards 
giving the radical idea of ohe in its /7- 
teral conſiruction, is paſt my underſtand- 
ing. Or if there had been no figure in 
this uſe of at, yet how the ruling idea 
of 158 ſhould paſs through another word, 
wherein it cannot rule (as the word con- 
ſiſts intirely of different radical letters) in 
| order to reaſſume its rule in R, is ſome- 
thing very ſingular and extraordinary. 

Tur ſame author, in the ſame page, 
gives us the foundation of the relation bes 
tween, Nx Quercus, and . Dejeratio, 
via. That the Oak was the fymbolical, 
* and emblematical Tree of the Elabim in 
* Paradiſe : But upon AL E, the curſe 
taking place, it was made to produce 
bc only acorns.” aw 1 1603 ST on 
Bur this is founded on two ſuppoſi- 
tions, Firſt, that * ſome, if not moſt-of the 
Trees in Paradiſe were ſymbolical repre- 
© ſentatives of ſpiritual Things or Beings, 
&e. See p. 19. 9125 19 3%) vs 


S SECONDLY 


- 
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SECONDLY, that therefore * it is pro- 
te bable, that this tree was intended by hay. 
te ing the ſame name, to put man conti- 
tt nually in mind of what was communi. 
« cated or conveyed by the perſonal Noun 
* which was formed from, and of the 
be fame letters.” ibid. and p. 20. 

Bur this gives us no idea of Dejeration, 
neither doth Avenartus, (as our author 
owns} put it under the fame root with 
rie Deus, and Drjeratio. And though 
others place it under ox juravit, adjura- 
vit, &c. yet none of them do — 
opinion that it hath the idea of Mmaladiction 
conveyed in it. At leaſt I do not find from 
any of the Lexicographers that they ſo 
place it on that account, or under that 


conception. And as for proving its paren- 
rage and legitimacy from tbe ſtate of execra- 
tion, which this tree ſeems now to be under. 
Alt is a, proof of its name, that doth 
not well conſiſt with the reaſon above 
given, viz. that it was intended: by its name 
in Paradiſe, to put man in mind f what Was 
communicated by the ' perſonal noun it: was 

formed from: Unleſs it be ſaid that it was 
called x in paradiſe, as being the em- 
PORES. | tree of the Elahim, and ao 


{ 203 } 
after the Curſe took place, as a perpetual 
memorial of that Event. Whirh.g py 


in the leadin ſenſe of the f ame noun, 
it may be allowed. of, * * not ſee why 
Mr Aboab's Lays idea, Pgſition, mi ight 
nat take place in 1? 8 the Oak in Paradiſe, 
from its eminent ml in te ae 0 


neſts, p- SW an 1. 192 ody's 15 
cal idea Interpoſitic on, mi ight not On place 


from the time that the Curſe took place, 


and made an interpofition, to the change 
of its condition from bearing Peradifacal 
Fruit, 7 {0 99 Wir 4 

I nave brought the primjtive ideas 0: 
theſe two laft 7 5 mh Cauda, and mx 
Quercus, out of this learned writer, by 


way of See to M. Aboat's and Mi 


Mood ooch s O ſervations. at now WA 
hays got from each 3 . . idea for the 
whole Family of 5g, or dt, Vet it doth 
not hitherto. appear whether „R or cih be 


the legitimate. Head of the Houſe, of 


what is Hos true culing idea that is 
conveyed, 15 bay e 2 
WI 0 ling up for 


the 


——_—— 1 m YA Pro I os 
— 


— — — 
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the claims of b& under two different 11 


titles, and the laſt cited author (to whom 


1 preſume 1 may join Mr Bate) reſtin the 
prerogative of the radical idea 1 in NON 7o 
. | 
| 80 that after all their enquiries into the 
primary and leading idea of Elohim, no- 
thing further is concluded, than that there 
are three images, or ideas, out of which we 
chooſe for ourſelves, viz. Po of ton, 


Tater pf on, and Execration. 


A po ſo it will appear alſo in reſpect of 
the other word in Controverſy, vz. I. 
The author of the Chriſtian Plan, follow- 

ing Mr H.-and Mr C. deduces it from BaR 


or BaRaR own or verb, p. 8. But Mr 


Aboab, 1 49. Mr Bate, p. 157. and Mr 
Woody, p. 105. fay that 12" is the root. 


But 11 4 the b:/iteral nouns, commonly 


thought to be derived from verbs, are to 
be accounted roots, 'becauſe, as Mr Bate 
fays, two letters are as many as We want; 

or if all thoſe verbs whoſe ſecond radical 
is doubled are derivatives of biliteral words, 
in the manner 'Mr Moody puts it, © 3 the 
* primary root, Mn (the Reſp doubled) 
« the derivative,” —we ſhall haye ſeveral 
biliteral words in common "uſe as nouns 
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made the roots of as many verbs: And 
Mr Aboab's ſeverity upon me for making a 
bare ſuppoſition of this kind, on a certain 
Occaſion, in the Differtations, at at p. 28. 
will not ſeem, in him at leaſt, juſtifiable, 
as when he fays that I & bring up a new 
« device to ſtudy Hebrew by. To de- 
« rive verbs, from nouns! A new ſcheme 
« indeed, never heard of or. attempted as 
« yet by any man living, inconſiſtent with 
the very rudiments of grammar, even 
« with common ſenſe,” &c. 
Br it is obſervable that none of them 
have mentioned among the words, derived, 
as they ſay, from M, the two following 
42 and Na, though they have altogether 
as good a right to be eſteemed an 
from n, as as „ and n have to be ac- 
counted by them of the family of NM. 
As for the image or idea to be affixed to 
this root, and 7o reign in all the deflexions 
from it, we have already ſeen that they 
are not as yet agreed among themſelves. 
But the manner in which each of them 
proceeds to make out the propriety of their 
reſpective ruling ſenſes, and to adjuſt thoſe 
Jenſes reſpectively to all the words which 
2 admit to be of this ſtock and i 
| a 


* 
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Hath not yet been taken into conſideration : 
And will come vety properly in this place 
under exatnination. * 28 
TAE author of the CBHriſtiun Plan tells 
us, It is enfy to come at the fountain 
& head of primary idea, by tracing it up- 
re yards that this idea iii its firſt uſe 
&« and original deſignatio muſt govern 
& throughout, at leaſt never be quite out 
« of fight. So in the word Berith, upon 
ce x ſuppoſition that che root is the word for 
« Soap, or ſomething, that in the nature 
« and firſt uſe of it, is to cleanſe and pu- 
« iy, words derived from the ſame pute 
&« fountain (though theſe may in an in- 
te ferior ſenſe be likewiſe called roots, with 
& refpe&t to the branches fhootin A from 
« them) retain the original idea, though 
x it may be extended to other things and 
e meanings. So Berith may fignify 4 
te treaty or covenant, and an ordindilte, ſta- 
ce gute, or commandment, as they are the 
terms and means of purifitation.” p. 8. 
Bur this laſt expreffion limits the Be- 
rith he is ſpeaking of to à narrow com- 
paſs. Whereas T have ſhewn above, that, 
Berith ſignifies a Treaty, and an Ordi- 
nate, &c. when they cannt be faid — 
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be terms and means of purification; or t 
carry any idea of cleanſing at all. A Co 
venant indeed whoſe conditions on man's 
part are means of His puriſcation, or an 
ordinance or lau, which is ſpecially ap- 
pointed for puryfication, muſt convey that 
idea more or leſs, while it is conſidered as 
terms or means of it; but this is not an 
idea conveyed by the word itſelf, becauſe 
the word is with equal proptiety applied 
to treaties, covenants, and ordinunces, where 
the idea of purification is quite out of fight » 
and where it doth no more offer itſelf in 
the Hebrew word, than it doth in thoſe En- 
gliſb words by which the Hebrew is ren- 
dered; unleſs it be to a perſon already per- 
ſuaded that Berith, coming froni BaR, 
muſt retain at all times the idea of BaR in 
“Fo R from BaR or BaRaR noun or 
verb, the word BaRA ſignifying creavit, 
* ordinavit, and BaRE to chooſe, elegit; may, 
te and probably do come, as thetr ſenſes of 
accommodation lead us to ſuppoſe.” Chri- 
ſtian Plan, P · 8. | 3} | ot 
Bur what are theſo ſenfes of aceom- 
modation-? 812 f create, tb ordain, gives 
no more idea of M pure, than * 
: y 
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by thu: 4 defiroy, or DN 70 d lſannul. The 
only ſenſe of accommodation between this 

verb and i will be found in Hiphil 
NH ſaginare, if it be true, as Mr Aba 
fays, that N far, which is a purification 
of matter ſecreted throu gh particular tubes, 
is from . 

THEN again as to the other word: __ 
elegit, it doth not ſeem any more related 
in ſenſe or idea with N pure, than RO 
ſprevit is. For what is pure may be Niight- 
ed, and what is impure may be choſen. In- 
deed what is pure is in itſelf eligible, ſo 
are many other things eligible on many 
other accounts; but purity and choice are 
not connected in fignification, however in- 

ſeparable they ought to be in the elections 
and conduct of a reaſonable agent. 

AND what is more, Mr Bate will not al- 
low of our Author's probable ſuppoſition that 
ru comes from M. Or of his making 
Election a ſenſe of accommodation with 
the radical idea, Ha is a diſtin& root; 
<« It is conſtrued 70 eat. p. 146. It is 
© not once conſtrued ſelegit in the Bible, 
© nor can it be conſtrued ſo.“ p. 149. 
4H if it be the root of H muſt mean 
> Ss and not chufing, mm 

cc © 
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te the derivative have the ſame idea in it 
« its root hath ; which if it hath not, it 
« might be as well derived from ay 
« other,” P. 126. | 

Bu F let us ſee how the Author of 
the Chriſtian Plan proceeds to prove the 
ſenſes of accommodation in BaRA and 
BaRE.——* The obſervance of the Holy 
« Covenant and Ordinances will be, under 
« Chriſt the Purifier, the moſt effectual 

© cleanſers, and the perſons ſo cleanſed will 
te be the choſen or elect. p. 8. 

ALL this is true; but then it is the 
obſervance that cleanſes under Chriſt the 
Purifier ; the idea of purity doth not ariſe 
from the Covenant or Ordinances which are 
the proper ſignifications of Beritb. And 
although an idea of purity may be convey'd 
in Covenant and Ordinantes when they are 
ſtiled Holy, and conſidered as means of 
purification, yet this idea is ſuggeſted by 
the epithet Holy which is here joined to 
them, and by their being conſidered in that 
particular light, Whereas covenants and or- 

dinances, as ſuch, or when ſpoken of in gene- 
ral, do not convey the idea of any cleanſi ng at 
all. And the A of them may, in 
ſome caſes, tend to very different effects. 

ParT III. Oe} P „ 
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IT is alſo true, that perſons who are 
clanſed by the obſervance of God's 40 
Covenant and Commandments will be th, 
choſen or elect. And when we ſpeak of 
God's Elect, ſome idea of purity in them 
will ariſe from conſidering «vhoſe Choſen 
they are, and what are the conditions of 
their Election: but none will ariſe from the 
grammatical propriety of the word ſigni- 
fying choſen, or elected, and which is ap- 
plicable to many things into the idea of 
which purification never enters. 
Bur our author illuſtrates his meaning 
by two examples. 
1. © Thus m2 ſignifies frumentum, wheat 
* or corn, When winnowed . and purified 
from all foulneſs or unprofitable mix- 
« tures; and the Eledt are deſcribed under 
* his image, as being to be gathered in- 
eto Chriſt's garner or grainery, &c. 
N 9." N 
BU T M, winnowed ' wheat, or corn, 
ſuppoſing it to be fo diſtinguiſhed from 
Mon triticum or IN corn in general, gives 
nothing of this Gentleman's original idea 
Soap, or ſomething that in the. nature and 
firſt uſe of it is to cleanſe and purify. But 
gives the idea of diſperion belonging to 
"yt 
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mat ventilavit, ſpurſit, a ſeparation of chaff 
from the corn by d vemilabrum, Home- 
thing that in the nature and firſt uſe of it 
is to ſecrete the unprofitable mixtures of the 
Corn from the good and wholſome grain. 
For which reaſon we find the other Gen- 
tlemen explain the radical idea of n by 
an image more diffuſive and extenſive than 
this author has done. For this is onl 
purification if it may be fo called, made 
by Secretzon, and conſequently ſhould co 
under Mr Aboab's and Mr Moody's govern- 
ing idea. 
AD when the El are deſcribed by 
wheat to be gathered - into Chriſt's Garner, 
the image, I conceive, 1s not taken either 
from their election, or from the purity of 
wheat, but from their being ſevered from 
the reprobates as wheat is ſeparated from 
the chaff: The one to be brought into his 
grainery, the other to be burnt with fire, 
Matth. iti. 12. and Luke iii. 17. And if 
any idea of purification is conveyed in this 
Saying of John the Baptiſt, it is, I con- 
ceive, in the words which expreſs the 
thorough purgation of the threſhing- 
viaxalagpe rm «wwe als, And if Purgation 
be aſcribed to the wheat itſelf, it is only 
| 7 2 24s 
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as the effeft of its being ſevered from the 
chaff; whereas, in this caſe, as Mr Moody 
ſays, the efficient Cauſe is Secretion, and 
therefore that muſt be the primary and 
ruling idea, and the fignification- of the root 
M. p. 107. | 
2. Tur other example follows. The 
« propriety likewiſe and ideal meaning of 
« BaR when expreſſing a Son, fully ap- 
< pears from conſidering the word in this 
light. The well-beloved Son, Elect in 
ce the firſt and higheſt ſenſe, was moſt 
ce emphatically BaRA, or the purifier, both 
« the efficient cauſe of, and principal agent 
© in, the work of the true purification.” 
P. 9. 
e THERE can be no doubt that 12 purus, 
is a very proper epithet of the only imma- 
culate Son of God; and therefore Mr H. 
renders 2 in the ſecond Pſalm by the 
pure one. But yet between N purus, and 
Na flus in other applications (as in Prov. 
xxxi. 2, 9392 n the Son of my womb, 
applied to'Lemuel by his mother) there is 
no more connexion of ideas than there is 
between the biliterals 4; and 12; or be- 
tween NnD and 512. Our author indeed 


has given to the Son he deſcribes ſuch ad- 
| units 
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junits as neceſſarily imply his Purity, But 
what is this to M when it expreſſes a Son, 
who is neither emphatically a purifier, nei- | | 
ther an efficient Cauſe nor a principal Agent | Wu 
in the purification of others? And as to' | 
the epithet Elect, though in the firfl and” = 
higheſt ſenſe, Mr Bate will not allow it to | 
come within the ſignification of M. Nor 
are there any that I know of who bring 
Election into the idea of n 4 Son. It is 
indeed commonly thought to be a Chaldee 
root *, or a Syre-chaldzan 4 word, adopt- 
ed into the Hebrew tongue. 
© THE propriety of the word , ſays 
Mr Bate, (that we, may conſider his ac- 
count of it next) © whence Berith comes, 
* appears beyond any other word uſed for 
« cleanſing in the Bible, if we confider, | 
« that as MX is a general word, and in- 
* cludes all the curſes in the Bible and in 
nature; ſo is 12 a general word, and 
includes all the cleanſers in nature, and 
< what is expreſſed by all the other words 
« >. together.” P. 124. Of which other 
"WI - = $a words 


9 Dr Grp in bis Grammar pot it as a d root 
among his biliteral roots. p. 92. 


+ 72 Filius, ſays Robertſon, is properly a Syro- 3 


eld. 
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words ſignifying clean, he reckons up nine 
or ten, and gives to each a diſtin& and 
different idea. They are uſed (as he tells 
* us) to ſomething of liłe the ſenſe, but 
tt they expreſs only the different manners or 
© ways of cleaning. ibid. But Mn includes 
e what 7s expreſſed by all, it is clean in 
te whatever manner made ſo.” And be- 
comes, as I conceive, an abſtract idea of 
the effect of diverſe operations expreſſed 
by nine different words, conveying nine 
different ideas, and of as many other ope- 
rations as there are cleanſers or methods of 
cleanſing in nature. Under which general 
idea there are few things which may not 
be ranged in ſome ſenſe of accommodation 
more or leſs perceptible. And yet, which 
is ſtrange, this radical idea can hardly be 
found, ſometimes, in the root itſelf ; and 
is ſo ſhy of appearing in ſome of the Scrip- 
ture uſages of M and Ma, that violence 
muſt be uſed to compel it to ſhew itſelf, 
ex. gr. 1 Sam. xvii. 8. Goliab faid 12 
6 Chooſe ye a man for you, and let him 
% come down to me,” LXX. arb. 
And the other verſions are to the ſame 
ſenſe. And Mr Bate acknowledges here 
that g is conſtrued to chooſe.” p. 5 Fr 
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But as he lays it down for certain (as T 
ſhewed above) that n means purification 
and not chufmg, he is obliged to reject the 
common conſtruction of this text, and to 
introduce, as well as he can, his own ru- 
ling idea: * Gohab fays Vn chuſe for you 
«* a man, Read this (ſays Mr Bate) ſancti- 
« fy for you, or purify a man, and let 


« him come and fight with me; it would 


« carry the ſpirit of the challenge further, 
«as it implied a contempt of them and 
« their God together.“ 11d. | 
Bu T notwithſtanding what he ſuggeſts 
about the pirit of the Challenge, I think 
nothing could induce him to this change of 
the verſion, but an attachment tg- his ſup- 
poſed leading idea. For when that motive 
is excepted, chere ſeems no more propriety 
in conſtruing the words w'N n ya 
purify a man for you, than if we were to 
conſtrue the repetition of the challenge 
two verſes after, vi2. WK 5 121 (Give me a 
man) by, give me @ ſanctiſied or a purified 
man. 
Mx Aboab who does not enter into 
Mr Bate's diſtinction between purifying 
and chufing ; and who acknowledges that 


the word in this place © if rendered chooſe 


P 4 * may 
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© may ſeem to carry a better ſenſe,” 5. go, 
thinks himſelf nevertheleſs bound to aſſert 
the radical ſenſe, by telling us that © the 

© primitive idea even here is Purification, 
« 412 ſelect for you a man, that he may 
te deſcend unto me, or prepare, cleanſe, 
ce and puriſ a man, make him fit to fight 
e with me; for it was a cuſtom among 
<« the Ancients, both Jews and Heathens, 
ce to offer ſacrifice before a battle. As in 
& Sam. xlii. 12.—2 Kings iii. 27. 
P. 51. 
Bu T as no facrifice is mentioned in the 
text we are conſidering, it is as far from 
preſenting itſelf to the mind on this occa- 
ſion as the idea of purification is. And 
why ſhould we make à /uppo/ition, and by 
that exclude @ better ſenſe, only for the 
ſake of preſerving the primitive idea? 
Box to proceed with Mr Bate, An- 
other text which he produces for an errone- 
ous rendering of Ma is, 1 Chron. vil. 40. 
——< All theſe were the children of Aſber, 
« heads of their father's houſe, 12 
e Choice, and mighty men of valour, chief 
of the Princes.” : obo 
H = gives us here the option of two ex- 
poſitions, both of them conveying Oy | 
| 0 
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of the primitive idea. Dy is applied 
« to the heads of houſes, who, as gelt 
« born, were ſanctiſied, Holy to God. 
« or it may mean here clear perfe&t-made- 
« men.” p. 12 5. | 

H E quotes likewiſe Neb. v. 18. “ Six 

« choice ſheep.” Mn. but makes no com- 
ment for guiding us to the radical idea. 
And how to do it for him I am at a loſs. 
The word commonly uſed for clean beafts_ 
is WW. However it is never M. Sheep 
 <without blemiſh are uſually expreſſed by 
ond. And we cannot well underſtand 
how theſe ſheep which were appointed 
for the proviſion of Nehemiab's table, ſhould 
be ſancti ſied or purified for that purpoſe ;: 
unleſs we ſuppoſe (as Mr Aboab doth in a 
like caſe) that they were all offered in ſacri- 
fice before they were made fit for his table. 
So that no way ſeems left, but to conſider: 
them as Mr Bate propoſes we ſhould conſi- 
der the children of Aſber in the text juſt now 
quoted, vig. as being clean, perfect. made 
ſheep. But this I preſume is an expoſition. 
which he will not confirm; and as he hath. 
not told us how the primitive idea is to be 
gathered in this text, we muſt leave it unde - 
. And ] ſhall only: obſerve fram 

what 


* 
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what he hath thought fit himſelf to explain, 
in his account of ts children of Aſber, that 
they were BNA as they were WR") Heads 
of Houſes, that the idea of their being ſuncti- 
fied is brought from v , by the interven- 
tion of two ideas affixed to other words, nei- 
ther of which are in the context, v2, 
S122 and PvP. And what is more, the 
ſancti ſication Tam primogemture doth not 
imply purification, but only the being ſet 
apart to God's uſe and ſervice, and was 
aſcribed to beaſts as well as to men. 80 
that although it will come within 
Mr Moody's leading idea ſecretion or ſepa- 
ration, I do not ſee how it falls under 
that of Mr Bate. 05 
No will the other expoſition which 
he propounds reconcile EMA in this text 
any better with his governing idea. For 
though we ſay in Engliſh à clean made man, 
this conveys no idea of purification. Neither 
doth perfect made man. And to interpret 
any Hebrew word by the phraſeology of 
of another language is quite repugnant to 
Mr Bate's principles. | 
Now if radical ideas are only to be 
preſerved by being thus far fetched, and 
rele into ſervice from - ſome foreign 
| conexion 
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conexion that fancy rather than grammar 
gives them, I cannot perceive to what 
great purpoſes they tend; or that the 
value which this Author ſets upon this 
perfection of the Hebrew language is fo 
great, that it will juſtify the expreſſions 
into which he is tranſported on this ſubject, 
in p. 33-® Ds 

THE other radical idea of n to be 
mentioned is Mr Moody's: who had the 
benefit of ſeeing what the other Gentle- 
mef; had wrote, and of obſerving from 
thence that neither the idea of ſoap, nor 
of purification, were extenſive enough 
to reach all the uſes of the words 
derived from n, and therefore pitched 
upon ſecretion ; a word which Mr Aboab 
had farſt uſed, and not without ſucceſs : 


* « IT is a poſition of Mr H——#'s that every root 
in Hebrew has but one meaning or idea belonging to it, 
in which it interferes with no other, or that no one word 
has two meanings, nor any two words the ſame meaning. 
If this be made out, the perfection and certainty of the 
« Hebrew will ſet its value fo high, that a man of the leaſt 
« yall would be apt to look on the perſon. who ſhould ar- 

. ** tempt to rob him of ſo invaluable a jewel i= 1b Agb 
* our Lord did St Peter, when he called him Satan, though 
« he were as high in the Church as. that Apoſtle was. 
„Mr H. has ſewn. the truth of his poſition in ſ% mary 
'* inſtances, that it leaves Jiegle dowbt but it holds is al. 
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for he had ſhewn occaſionally, that the 
idea of ſecretion was large enough to take 
into it the whole family of 2, even after 
they had made it ſo numerous. The 
ſenſes of elect or choice come as eaſily under 
it as purification doth. n is corn ſecreted 
from chaff. M @ ſon (as Lemuel, Prov. 
XXX1. 2.) is one ſecreted from his mother's 
womb. Six ſheep are ſecreted from the 
flock for Nehemiab's table. And to make 
the idea ſtill more generally extenſive, 
Mr Moody tells us that © Berith muſt, a- 
« oreeably to the nature of an ideal lan- 

ee guage, be uſed for every thing that was 
ce the idea of ſecretion, how unlike ſoever 
ce jt be in other reſpects.“ p. 124. 
Whence it will follow that whatſoever 
is impure, if made ſo by ſecretion, is as 
properly Berith as what is made pure by 
it. For he doth not by this account limit 
it to 8 naturally, or morally, or inter- 
pretatively pure. And though to avoid con- 
fuſion he ſometimes ſpeaks of it under 
the term puriſfcation, yet he maintains 
that purification is only one conſequence 
of ſecretion, and he is therefore obliged fome- 
times, when the context requires it, to uſe 


(che Fape en e Maes n. ny 
| 9 
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he obſerves that the three ſignificatlons 
« which I have been labouring to prove 
« Berith to have, will naturally and fairly 
« coincide with his primary idea.” p. 124. 
And indeed in his way of ſhewing the 
coincidence, he might have added many 
other ſignifications beſides mine. 

As to the firſt ſenſe, vig. Soap, or that 
which cleanſes, which is Mr H.'s image; 
it coincides with ſecretion thus; Soap is 
the ſecreter, Purification is the ect. But 
it is no otherwiſe the effect than filth is 
the effect of other ſecreters, (as Mr Aboab 
has ſhewn by his illuſtration of this idea, 
by ſecretzons made in the tubes of animal 
bodies) ſo that along with my firſt 
ſenſe of Berith, or Borith, his radical idea 


will oblige him to admit another that 1 is 
oppoſite to it. 


2, A Treaty or ene (which was 
my ſecond ſenſe of Berith) is according 


to him “ 4 ſecreting inſtrument, becauſe 
it limits to certain conditions excluſive 


of others.” But may not this be ſaid 
alſo of a divorce, a challenge, a denunciation 
of war and hoſtilities ; which, though the 
very, reverſe of Treaty and Covenant, do 
yet limit to certain conditions excluſive of 
others. 


„ 
as well as a covenant doth, how much ſo. 
ever they differ from it in other reſpects, 
they muſt be Berth in the ideal language. 

THEN as to my third ſenſe flatur⸗ 
or commandment, ———< The Decalogue 
<« (he ſays) was to ſecrete, to keep the Jews 
ce pure from abominations, and ſo is Very 
te properly ſtiled Berith.” ibid. 

BurT yet with regard to ſecreting of 
perſons, the leproſy and ſome other legal 
defilements were ſecreters too ; at leaſt the 
prohibitions of perſons under them were 
ſo, for they kept the impure and wnclean 
from thoſe that were clean, which is di- 
realy oppoſite to his explanation of the 
Decalogue. 

IN a word, if every thing will fall 
under the ruling idea of Beritb, which is 
a ſecretion, in that lax ſenſe of the term 
in which Mr Moody applies it, (and 
Mr Aboab too, when he makes the irra- 
diation of the fun Berith, becauſe it clears 
the day from clouds; and tbe irradiation 
of the moon Berith, becauſe it clears the 
night from groſs darkneſs and ſtagnated 


air, p. 48.) there are no natural opera- 


tions in the Mundane Syſtem, no perco- 
lations 
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lations of matter by which either the ani- 
mal or vegetable life are carried on, no 
change either of ſolids or fluids by fire, 
putrefaction, or any other means, but 
what are Berith : and when this idea of 
ſecretion is extended further to Perſons, 
their actions, offices, conditions, &c. the 
whole world, natural, moral, and political, 
may be conceived to be an immenſe mul- 


titude of Beritbs, and to be ſuſtained by 


the general Law of Secretion. 

AN Þ of what uſe is this idea to us, if 
it is to make as many different ideas as Mr 
Moody aſcribes to Berith, and if thoſe ideas, 
at leaſt ſo far as ſecretion is concerned in 
them, are alſo common to a great many 
other words ; which yet are different words 
and derived from different Roots? Mr 
Moody may ſay that the idea is but one, 
One meaning or ſenſe of the Root M: 
which is communicated to, and governs 
in all the derivatives from M. But if thoſe 
ſenſes which he calls the ſame, be really as 


different from each other, as the ſenſes of 


two other words which he calls different 
words, and explains in different ſenſes, 
What are we the better for the pretended 


| lameneſs of idea? And eſpecially if this 
ons 


„ 
one ruling idea be ſo hard to be aſcertained, 
that they who take the moſt pains to diſco. 
ver and fix it, do each of them exhibit it 
differently. So that the governing image of 
A, which Mr H. and Mr C. ſeemed to 


think themſelves ſo ſure of, is not to this day 
ſettled and adjuſted among their Advocates; 


who agreeing in ſome few things, but diſa- 
greeing in many more, have at length, after 
long diſquiſitions about it, left us an op- 
tion among three ſenſes or ideas, to chuſe 
a leader, or a ruler out of, viz. Soap, puri- 
fication, and ſecretion. 

Wx are told indeed, that if the ſame 
letters do not make the ſame words, and 
if the ſame idea do not run through all 
the inflexions of the ſame root, the Scrip- 
ture is uncertain, and unfit to be the rule 
of Faith. And they mean this as an argu- 
ment againſt other Chriſtians who do not 
embrace their method of interpreting the 
Hebrew, and as a proof that their method 


is the only true one, and that none other 
can be ſafely followed. | 


Bu r how eaſily is this argument turned 
againſt themſelves, and, if it were a juſt 
one, againſt Chriſtianity too ? 


OR 
, Fox 
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pon in the firſt place it is notorious 
that the ſame letters do not always make 
the ſame word. To go no further for 
inſtances than the words which have been 
under conſideration. dh Zhoſe or theſe 
_ and N98 God ſingular, though 
have the fame letters are not the ſame 
93 And Mr Holloway himſelf admits 
they ſhould be differently pronounced in 
the paſſage lately cited from him. They 
are the ſame, he ſays, as to the letters 
which compoſe the word, with a di verſe point- 
ing or pronunciation. The one is Alab 
E other Eleb, as he writes them. And 
if different ſenſe and different pronunci- 
ation can make words different from each 
other, theſe are not the ſame. And by as 
good authority as he makes the diſtinction 
between theſe two words of the ſame 
letters, I make another between na Soap, 
and y Covenant, which by pronunci- 
ation (ſo far as it can be learned by the 
pointings) and from the evident. /enſe 
of the context, where thoſe words are re- 
ſpectively found, and from all he verſions 
correſponding with that ſenſe, are as diſtinct 
and different words as Hlab God, and Eleb 
thoſe or | theſe; the one being Borith 
Pakr III. =: and 
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and the other Beritb. And the _ 
that Mr Bare directs to me for 
tg and, ra when he fays © gia 
e the ſame word,” þ. 145. falls e 
on Mr Helloway, for ſpeaking. of be nd 
bee in two different ſenſes, and under 
two: different pronunciations, In. either 
caſe, whatever the words may be in his 

Anglicè, they. are not the ſame words in 
the Hebrew. 

AND then, ſecondly, if the Scriptures 
cannot be conſtrued with certainty, if 
the ſame idea do not run through all the 
inflexions of the ſame root, how much 
more uncertain muſt the conſtruction of 
them be, if we cannot be aſſured what. 
the true ideas are that belong to each 
root? Now it happens. that in the words 
of the greateſt importance to be rightly. 
underſtood, and where theſe Gentlemen 
themſelves lay the greateſt ftreſs upon. 
our knowing and attending always to the 
radical idea; even in theſe words have 
theſe Gentlemen, who are Maſters of the 
ideal language, given us the image. diffe- 
rently; ſome abiding by one particular 
idea or leading ſenſe, and ſome preferring 
and propounding another. Would not 


this 
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this tend to make the ſignification of theſe 
important words uncertain, if we had not 
ſome better authority than theirs to reſt the 
conſtruction of them upon? 
CuRITST and his Apoſtles did not di- 
rect to the ſameneſs of idea. Did they 


therefore leave the Old Teſtament un- 
certain? No Chriſtians, till of late, fo 


far as we can learn, ever apprehended the 
fame root to carry always the fame idea. 
Was the Scripture therefore uncertain to 
them? | 

Mx Bate indeed tells us that © the 
ce Chriſtians made uſe of the rules of 
Grammar and conſtruction, and follow- 
«ed the ſenſe of the words as laid down 
« by the enemies of all righteouſneſs.” 
p. 5. © The apoſtate race to whom the 


Book of God has been ſealed, and 


« became ſealed among them from their 
* diabolical attempts to ſeal'it from Chri- 
e ſtians.” p. 12. But Mr H comes 


© to remove theſe foundations, (viz. the 
e grammar rules atid” conſtructions of the 


Jews) and ſets the'apoſtates and their things 
* out in their proper colours.” p. 6. Mr H. 
has diſcovered” the radical ideas only in 
ſome roots. Was the Old Teſtament 

ES. uncer- 
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uncertain to him in all the reſt? Hs 
followers have diſcovered a few more, 
(and have partly laid his aſide,) and 
ſuppoſing they were all agreed in theſe 
new diſcoveries, are the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures yet uncertain to them, in reſpect of 
thoſe words whoſe ruling idea oy have 
not as yet inveſtigated ? 1 

Ir does not therefore ſeem adviſable 
for them to inſiſt ſo peremptorily on the 
neceſſity of accquiring the leading idea 
of every root which ſhall run through 
all its derivatives, before the meaning of 
thoſe derivatives can be underſtood. The 
ſignification of the roots is already pretty 
well known, and the connexion of the 
derivatives with their root is oftentimes 
evident as well in ſenſe, as in letters. 
But this connex1on in many ' inſtances is 
not ſo obvious in reſpect of the /ignrfication 
of words, as it is in reſpect of their letters. 
For it frequently happens that pariliteral 
words cannot be made cognate in figni- 
fication by any accommodation of ſenſe 
whatſoever : which is the caſe, I believe, 
of all other languages as well as the Hebrew. 
And every attempt to find out an idea that 


' ſhall be properly en in every wo 
0 


* 4 
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of the ſame radical letters, though they 
be particles or expletives, is likely to meet, 
as I conceive, with the ſame ſucceſs that 
the inveſtigation of an idea for ON (and 
for ſeveral other words having thoſe two 
letters) has met with. 
PROBABLY the original ſenſes of moſt 
words in moſt languages were different. 
But in uſe, many of thoſe words come to 
be ſynonymous. And by the ſame uſe, 
for it is not otherwiſe to be accounted for, 
ſeveral of them, which are compoſed of 
the ſame letters, have not only different 
but contrary ſignifications. 

As to the noun Beritb, which has been 
laſt under conſideration, though it be a 
word of great importance in the Scriptures, 
there is no root that offers itſelf with ſuch 
plauſible pretence, as many other roots do 
for the ſenſes of many other nouns. Ma 
hath been moſt commonly eſteemed the 
root of the u that hath the ſenſe of 
Covenant (which ſenſe all my opponents 
acknowledge it ſometimes hath, though 
Mr H. ' denies it) as n is the moſt 
regularly and grammatically derived from 
thence, and as Mn leads by its ſignifica- 
tion of eating to the- cuſtom of eating to- 
Q 3 gether 
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gether at the making of covenants, as J have 
above obſerved from Mr Mede. And 
or 12 have been, one, or other, 
comimonly given for its root when it ig 
conſtrued ſmegma, and when conſequently 
it ought to be read mma. And this is 
as good ſatisfaction as we meet with con- 
cerning the radical ſenſes of many nouns, 
whoſe roots are not the moſt obvious, 
But though there be room for diſputing 
what is the root, there is little room for 
diſputing what is the ſenſe of Nn in con- 
text, unleſs it be with a view of main. 
taining Mr H.'s dogma, that there is one idea 
that muſt run through all the Beriths in the 
Bible. This indeed has occaſioned much 
diſpute as well as diligent enquiry ; the iſſue 
of both which, is, as we have ſeen above, 
no better than was to be expected, viz, 
that of three ideas propounded to be car- 
ried through all the Beriths in the Bible, 
there is but one that ſeems fit to anſwer the 
purpoſe, and that is one which takes in 
all the ſecretions in nature. And if none 
of the words commonly afligned to one 
and the ſame root, can have any ſettled, 
diſtin& meaning, till one idea can « found 
that will connect them all, and will rule 


+ % 


15 
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in all, we may wait a long time for the 
true meaning of great numbers of words 
in Scripture ; and as Mr Bate ſays, p. 5. 
« If words have no ſettled diſtinct meaning, 
« (as it is through them we muſt come 
« at the ſenſe of Scripture) farewel all 
« uſe of the Bible, but to multiply debates, 
« and to confound thoſe who are ſo filly 
« as to ſpend their time in ſearching it. 


SECT; 
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SE CT. XVIL 


BY 1 be and n are not the only 
inſtances of difference among my 
learned Opponents about radical ideas. I 
have given occaſion to the diſcovery of a 
like difference in another root, viz. yaw 
by ſaying, as it happened, (p. 59.) what I 
took from my Lexicographers, that yaw 
(another word for ſwearing, and brought 
unavoidably into our controverſy about 
dog) might be deduced from yaw ſe ptem, 
though at the ſame time I owned the connexim 
Was not a cloſe one. 

Deo this I am taken up, and told I 
am led into a great miſtake ; that the root 
is yaw ſatratus, ſatur fuit——that ſhebab 
ſeptem, and ' ſhebah oath, are derivatives 
from thence ; * for ſeven (ſays Mr Aboab) 
« 7s a full and perfect number, and ſo em- 
10 -Phatical in eee that it is uſed al- 

? cc 7? 
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« ways for the fullneſs or perfection of a 
40 ching. 5. 31. And he ſpends five pages 
in ſhewing the connexion ' between the 
number ſeven, and ſatisfaction or fullneſs, 
So alſo Mr Holloway *. Yet after all that 
he or Mr Holloway have ſaid, they have not 
convinced Mr Moody that they have given 
the leading or radical ſenſe of this word, 

—< PFullneſs (ſays Mr Moody) cannot be 
« the idea, becauſe that is expreſſed by Nod: : 
« And two Hebrew words cannot have the 
« ſame idea.” p. 70. 

Now: what can be faid to this, on ſup- 
poſition of the truth of this maxim in the 
ideal language, which they ſo often incul- 
cate, vig. that every root in Hebrew has 
but one meaning, and no two words have the 
ſame meaning? Mr Moody argues juſtly and 
truly from this Poſition. And he is right 
likewiſe in aſſerting fullneſs to be the idea 


of 


© « Shebah, the name of the number ſeven, was firſt 
« applied to the ſeventh day, the day of Reſt, ſanctified 
«« for the commemoration of the completion of this ſyſtem, | 
and is a type of the completion of all things, in the 
great Sabbath, or the day of Reſt in Glory. The pri- 
mary idea is of berry and fullneſs,” Orig. Vol. II. 
p. 58. | 
And this, the dwher of the. Chriſtian Plan eſponles as 


the moſt 0 account of this matter he has met 
with, p. 17, 18, | 
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of x55. If the fame idea is to be affixed 
to the root yaw, the maxim doth not hold 
good in all inſtances. If the maxim be 
univerſal, ſatisfa#tron or fullneſs cannot be 
the radical idea of yaw, as the other three 
Gentlemen ſuppoſe. It will not be eaſy to 
get over this difficulty, if they abide by 

Mr H.'s poſition, | 
Tur x may indeed, and juſtly enough, 
except againſt the radical idea which Mr 
Moody has found out for ya, to diſtin- 
guiſh it from 89D. His words are theſe. 
Tur image is, I conceive, given Gen. 
Kli. 30 *. by the Vulgate, which renders 
« yah) by cuncta retro abundantia. And 
« it is the conſequence of 89D fullneſs, a 
<< being preſſed, or impelled outward, made 
te to flow from a place or ſtation, as the 
* Latin word abundavit implies, which is 
e compounded of ab, from, and undo, 15 
© wave. For as all is full in this material 
e Syſtem, and in. perpetual circulation, 
ee the interpoſition or dyn of each of the 
Agents 

The text runs thus. There ſhall zrife after them, 

| © ſeven years of famine, and all the plenty fhall be for- 
« gotten in the land,” Heb. Na YIUTN72 NWI) vix. 
all the plenty of the former years. This the Volgate hath 


expreſſed by & oblivioni tradatur tuna retro abundantis 3 
in the ſenſe of omnis que fuit abundantia. 
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« Agents cauſes the other to overflow, or 
« qogve outward,” p. 70. 

W1THOUT entering into any Queſtions 
concerning this Philoſophy (which I pre- 
ſume is Mr H. s) If the primary ideas 
of Hebrew roots may at any time be taken 
from the ſenſe of Latin compound words 
in the Vulgate, we may be furniſhed from 
thence with a great variety, and be ſup- 
plied with many images more Judiciouſly 
taken from thence, than this is, which 
Mr Moody hath recommended. For abun- 
dare, Sou gh compounded, as he fays, 
hath not the ſenſe he gives it, and yields 
not the image he thinks he has diſcovered 
in it: And which is really the image of re- 
dundare *. Abundantia the noun conveys 
no idea of flowing outwards, (which is ex- 
preſſed rather by Abundatio +, Plin.) but 
rather the reverſe, and anſwers to affiuen- 
tia, As to retro it is no part of the ex- 
planation of the word yaw, but is an ad- 
dition in the verſion, in the ſenſe of for- 


mer, 


GW Quod proprie de aquis retro propter injeftam mo- 
lem exundantibus dicitur. Fabri Theſaur. in voce 


Redundo. 
F Idem quod exundatio quum aqua ſeſe ripe en lib 


limjtibus non continet. cb. vide Abundatio. 
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mer, or of the times paſt. So that after all 
no other idea can be juſtly taken from the 
Vulgate than that of Ubertas, or Copia, as 
the Hebrew is already underſtood ; though 
poſſibly what Mr Moody has here remark- 
ed from abundo may ſerve to clear up an 
intricate paſſage of his own at, p. 54 #, 

_ Even ſuppoſing Abundantia carried the 
ſenſe of Exundatio, I do not ſee how it 
could 


Where he remarks——*< In what manner the perſons 
1 in Jehovah interpoſed among themſelves is to be taken 
« from their repreſentatives or ſubſtitutes the H the 
« Heavens, the c. cih later, inferior Alein, 
« in their mutual interpoſition for the temporal being and 
«« well being of the Earth, &c. Yet when men ix- 
«© terpoſed by Oath for confirmation or the end of all ſtrife, 
this interpoſition was made in the manner and form 
« the ingenious and able Defender of Mr H.'s plan has 
« deſcribed, by the denunciation or interpoſition of a Curſe, 
« 25 Mg be the man, that, &. Which word "x 
„ from N to flow, intimates a change of condition, and 
« is as much as to ſay, may he waſte, conſume, or flow 
* away, that, &c. | 

But whereas Mr Moody does not tell us in this paſſage, 
how this mutual interpefftion of the later or inferior Alein 
is made, it may, I preſume, be collected from what he 
ſays, p. 70. viz. That as all is fu// in this material Sy- 
«« ſtem, and in perpetual circulation, the interpoſition or 
% 719R of each of the Agents, cauſes the other to overflow 
„ or wave outwards,” Ke 
But here again exceptions will lie. Can he ſhew that 
c', when joined with a ſubſtantive, doth ever ſignify 
later or inferior? Or can he, (or Mr Bate from whom 
he takes it) ſhew that I is a root ſignifying #9 fow? 
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could be ſo interpreted in Gen. xli. 30. the 
text referred to, unleſs it were by a Me- 
tonymy of the Cauſe for the Effect, or the 
overflowing of the Nile put by a figure 
for the plenty of the land of Egypt. And 
from ſuch a figure one would not chooſe 
to take a radical idea. 

Ir therefore I may be allowed any 
judgment in this Queſtion between Mr 
Moody and my other Opponents, Whether 
the ruling: idea of yaw be fullneſs or an 
exundation, which is the conſequence of 
— fullneſs, 1 muſt prefer their ruling idea, 
grounded on the uſage of the Hebrew word, 
rather than his taken from the vul gar ver- 
ſion, and not well taken neither. 

Bur yet ſome doubt will remain whe- 
ther the idea of ſaturity, or fullneſs, or 
ſatigfaction, will reach all the derivatives 
from yaw: And particularly whether the 
connexion between yaw - fullneſs, and 
May an oath, (for this was the point 
that occaſioned the enquiry) be made af. 
ficiently clear and perceptibſe. 

Mu Aboab, p. 30. explains nay by A 
« full ſatisfa&tory Oath, or what gives Full 
ce ſatisfaFttion to both parties in . ol any 
difference. 


Mx 


ORs: 
Mx Bate, p. 80, fays, * If yaw have 
© but one meaning or idea belonging to 
he it, an. Oath ruſt ſome how or other 
& ſignify full, per fab, compleat, ſufficient.” 
HE RN H again we fee the inconvenience 
of abiding by Mr Hs poſition lately men- 
tioned. Oath and fullneſs are different 
ideas. Yet becauſe the ſuppoſed root of 
the word ſignifying Oath gives the idea of 
Fallneſs or ſaturity, therefore the derivative 
muſt ſome how or other have the ſame, as 
its primary or leading idea. i. e. One cer- 
tain idea muſt rule it, though we cannot 
well diſcover how it ſhould. 
Mx Abvab endeavours to ſolve the mat- 
ter by joining the ideas of the root and of 
the derivative together——4 full ſatisfac- 
tory-Oath. By which account ah oath that 
doth not give full ſatigfaction to both parties 
cannot properly be NyJAW, and the words 
PUP Ny furamentum falſitatis will ſeem 
to be very ill put together. 9 
Mx Bate tells us, p. 8: © A perſon 
© ſworn is one made compleat” ——-which 
he thus proves. If compleat, perfect, 
« ſufficient, be the meaning of the word 
& (viz. y2Y the root) in the paſſive (y2t)) 
« it is one made compleat, perfedt, fuſh- 


« cients” 
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« cient,” i. e. (as he explains it afterwards) 
made ſufficient to be truſted. p. 81. 

THESE are added artfully enough to 
help out fullneſs in the preſent caſe. But 
ya is never uſed either in the ſenſe of 
perfect or compleat, nor even in that ſenſe 
of ſufficient in which he explains it: For 
though it ſignifies 20 be ſufficed, or ſatisfied, 
yet I believe he cannot produce one in- 
{tance where it imports ſati faction of mind, 
in oppoſition to doubt, which yet is the 
only, fullneſs: or ſatigfaction that can ſuit his 
purpoſe, in the preſent Queſtion. 

Bur further, ya-i, which he ſays 7s 
the paſſiue, 'doth not come regularly from 
yaw ſatur fuit, becauſe verbs neutral in 
Kal, and never active in that conjugation, 
do not form a Niphal. So that it will at 
leaſt be doubtful: whether. ya-v⁹ , be, as he 
takes for granted, from yaw ſatur fit: 
I mean the word in Nipbal ſignifying 7u- 
ravit, as diſtinguiſhed from the other 
y2w3 which is the firſt perſon plural fu- 
ture in Kal, ſignifying we ſhall be ſatiated, 
or ſatisfied. I ſay, as the word in Nipbal 
is not regularly formed from yaw in Kal, 
and as, it is never found to ſignify any 
thing but ſwearing, we have only Mr Bates 

ü word 
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will for it, that it ever imports any ſay. 
rity at all. An Oath from the nature of it 
will give ſatisfaction. to thoſe to whom it 
is made, and will be generally looked up- 
on as a ſecurity that aſſeverations confirm- 
ed by it are true, and that promiſes made 
by it will be fulfilled. But the idea of 
this ſatisfaction, or ſecurity, doth by no 
means appear, from the reaſons above 
given, to ariſe from, or be contained in, 
the verb y22 itſelf. | 
Mx Bate indeed tells us (ibid, ) that — 
perfe, compleat, and ſufficient, is the 
« dicious' Leigb's conſtruction of the 5 
<« in his Crit. Sacr. and is the ſenſe given 
by Lexicographers in general. 
_ ConsvuLT Leigh, conſult the Lexico- 
graphers, he and they make two diffe- 
rent roots of yaw, of which Leigh ſays, 
the one hath w' with the point on the 
ce left hand, and the other on the right.” 
And they all put yaw ſuravit, under that 
which they render by ſeptem, which hath 
the point to the right. But, 
*LE1GH lays, formerly there was 
ce not that difference in t» that there now 
£ 1s. (id. 


Hz 
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H doth ſo, from a book intitled de 
PunForum Hebraicorum Antiquitate : But 
nevertheleſs let it be obſerved, that the w 
in the yaty under which yaw) is com- 
monly ranged, is never changed into Þ in 
any of the Eaſtern Languages (fo far at 
leaſt as appears from Caftell) though the 
v in words that ſignify ſaturity is changed 
in thoſe languages into Þ, which argues 
a primitive difference between the two 
words. £ 9 
Mx Bate obſerves further, that Leigh, 
quoting Biſhop Andrews's Catechiſm, © ſays 
« that this word which ſignifies 70 ſwear, 
« ſignifies alſo to ſatisfy: He to whom 
« we ſwear muſt be therewithal content= 
« ed.” ibid. EY ; 

BuT Biſhop Andrews ſeems not to have 
had in his eye, either the diſtinction be- 
tween the two words which Leigh himſelf 
has made, or the true radical idea of either 
of them. And Mr Bate himſelf owns, 
that „this will not do when it is uſed, as 
it ſo often is, in the paſſive voice,“ ibid. 
in which uſe, if this conſtruction be re- 
tained, the perſon who ſwears will be the 
perſon ſatisfied therewith, and not the per- 
lon to whom the Oath is made; therefore 
PaRT III. R Mr 


— — —ü—ö—Fᷣ — oath — 


ficient. Which is after all giving it a paſ- 
froe ſenſe, whereas it is always taken in an 


this conſtruction of a perſon who ſwears 


fect, compleat, &c.? No, ſays Mr Bate, 
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Mr Bate will have it that in the paſſive, 
Niphal, the fame word that in Kal ſigni- 
fies 70 ſatisfy, ſhall not mean fo be ſatisfied, 
but to be made compleat, perfect, or ſuf- 


active ſenſe, though it be in the form N;- 
phal, like ſome other verbs as Orb) pug- 
navit, and WwI incubuit. 

THERE is alſo another difficulty attends 


being made perfect, compleat, &c. And 
that is when this verb is uſed of God. 
Can He be faid to be made thereby per- 


p. 81. © When Tehovah in condeſcenſion 
ce to us ſays *NYAW2I 12 by myſelf I am made 
ce ſufficient, it is, I have given ſuch ſecu- 
te rity as ſhews I may be truſted.” But 
although this be a conſequence of God's 
fwearing, it is not the true meaning of the 
word itſelf, but is the ſubſtitution of the 
ſuppoſed radical idea, in the room of the 
known and common. acceptation of the 
verb, So that although we may ſpeak in- 
deed of his Oath, and of his ſwearing as 
the Apoſtle did, Heb. vi. 13. Ext xal voir 
txt weilovog 000 xi, wwors xxl} ravls, M Yet 

| as 


| © OR 
as this is taken from the Hebrew phraſe, the 
vnly meaning muſt be (according to Mr Bate) 
Becauſe he could be made ſrfficient by no 
greater; by Himpelf he was made ſufficient, 
ſaying, &c. that is, by himſelf he gave 
fuch ſecurity as ſhewed he might be truſted. 
hour the learned Author of the Chriſtian 
Plan takes another way of accounting for 
the uſe of y3W2. 3 

« As the word Shebah ſignifies ſeven, 
© or the firſt perfect revolution of time 
« from the ſeveral acts and parts of the 
Creation, which were in their courſe of 
e production, and were compleated in that 
e time, the name of an Oath ratifying the 
e decree in that part, may be ſuppoſed to 
be annexed to the ſame word, to perpe- 
** tuate the occaſion and memory of this 
* tranſaction.“ P. 31. 

BV this Account the ruling idea of 
MY is not, as Mr Bate ſays, © Satiſ- 
tc faction vr Security, or, to form another 
* word, the being ſecuritied, enabled with 
* a ſufficient ſecurity.” p. 82. But it is, 
The Creation of the World compleated- in 
ſeven days. And the Nun prefixed to yaw 
whereby it is made a verb fignifying to 

R 2 ſwear, - 


L 244 ] 

ſwear, contains greater Myſteries than Me 
| Bate ſeems to be aware of. 
FoR The addition of the paſſive 

© Nun to this noun, might well ſhew that 
« when Moſes committed the - Hiſtory of 
e the Creation to writing, this part of the 
« promiſe was performed, and the action 
« over.” Chriſtian Plan, ibid. 
ANp whereas Mr Bate gathers from the 
prefixed Nun that the verb is paſſive, and 
conſequently *Hy2W2 when ſpoken of Je- 
hovah, means I am made ſufficient ; he has 
not conſidered, that when a pronoun 
te ſingular is affixed to this verb, and pre- 
ce dicated of the Deity, the Unity of the 
« Divine Being may be intended to be 
te thereby intimated ; as the plurality is by 
| ce the Nun prefixed, —For the Nun con- 
| ce ſidered as the firſt perſon plural, muſt 
ce prove that more perſons than one were 
* concerned in this oath and in the act of 
*«« Creation.” Chriſtian Plan, p. 32. 
Now this Account of the word, and 
Mr Bate's Account of it cannot, I think, 
poſſibly ſtand together. And Mr Moody's 


Account above given cannot ſtand with 
either. | | 


THERE 
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THERE 1s indeed a very remarkable 
and eſſential difference between Mr Moody 
and the Author of the Chriſtian Plan on 
this Article. The latter laid it down, and 
engaged to give Evidence for it not to be, 


queſttoned, That the original Cove- 
« nant of the Elohim conſiſted of two 
« parts; the firſt was an Engagement to 
« create this world: The ſecond was an 
« engagement for the proviſional redemp- 
« tion of Mankind, The two Hebrew 
« words for ſwearing exactly correſpond 
« with this ſuppoſed ſtate of this Caſe. 
« The Shebah or Niſhbang relates princi- 
< pally to the firſt part, though conſider- 
« ed generally as a promiſſory or aſſertory 
« Oath, it extended much further, and 
reaches to the End of all things, the 
final Seventh or Sabbath.” p. 31. 

AND this is intimated in the verb N- 
bang, for © a Nun of the future ſignifies 
* that there was a promiſſory Oath, of 
* which great part was till to be perform- 
ed in futuro.“ p. 32. ant 

BuT the ALE or execratory Oath, cor- 
reſponded with the ſecond part, and © was 
* ſo called from the ſecond Perſon's enga- 
ging proviſionally to redeem Man.” p. 30. 

R 3 Tas 
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| Tar1s is the Doctrine of the Chriſian 
Plan. By which, Shebab the Oath of en- 
gagement 10 create, is prior in order (of 
conception at leaſt) to Aab, or the Oath 
of engagement 10 4 provi/ional Redemption. 
Bur on the other hand Mr Moody 
gives a contrary Account. He tells us, 
p. 74. that © yaw was a conſequence of 
« the UO.“ And p. 75. that an nbg 
te is pre-ſuppoſed in order to conſtitute a 
* yaw.” And p. 97. * that Jehovah was 
« c ον before yaw) could be predicated 
« of him.“ And p. 73. The Wot is 
* previous to the ya in the Arch-type, 
* the Heavens.” Which he explains, if 
I do not miſtake him in p. 70. where he 
ſays © yaw pre-ſuppoſes an MR, and in- 
« cludes it. This word in Pal. xcv. 11. 
eis joined with AX, a name of the fire, 
© or fiery viſage of the Sun, the part 
** where the ſpirit comes in, and the Ha- 
& [itys YI) is ejected, or comes forth.”— 
And this brings us at length to the radical 
idea of yaw, cuncta retro abundantia, a 
waving outwards, from the znterpofition 
or 1 of the Agents, the e B78 
impelling, or cauſing an overflow in the 
material Syſtem, 74 


Turse 
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THESE Gentlemen will be the beſt 
able to adjuft theſe differences between 
themſelves. I have briefly repreſented 
them, and the Reader, if he thinks pro- 
per, may conſult them at the pages I have 
referred to, and judge for himſelf; for 
indeed T am unable to give him any 
further affiſtance towards underſtanding 
them. 
IAM charged with writing what is of 
_ doubtful diſputation, with leaving words 
in greater doubt than the Lexicographers 
themſelves. My Pieces appear to aim at 
being vague and uncertain . They tend 
to unhinge every thing and ſettle nothing, &c. 
(fee Mr Aboab, p. 6, 7. and Mr Holloway, 
p. 4, 5, 6 Wes! 

I Do not care to charge my Opponents 
with confequences which I believe they 
never meant. But I ſhall readily refer it 
to any perſon who has read their *pieces as 
well as mine, whether I am the only one 
whoſe writings on theſe ſubjects happen 
to be attended with theſe conſequences 
that are complained of. | 

Mx Moody fays that © the Doctor has 
* not fo ſufficiently attended to what 
Mr H. has proved concerning the 
| N 4 genius 
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« genius of the Hebrew language, as a per. 
« ſon who undertook to oppoſe and an. 
« ſwer him ſhould have done.” p. 102, 

M y undertaking here is greatly mag- 
nified from what it really was, though 
it was no ſmall venture, as the event hath 
ſhewn, to attack his conſtruction of #19 
words only; however I have attended 
fo ſufficiently to his conſtruction of thoſe 
two words, as to have given my opponents 
a great deal of trouble in defending him, 
And if I now enlarge my undertaking, by 
extending it to the examination of a few 
more words, for the better diſcovery of 
the genius of the Hebrew language, 1 
hope it will not be thought amils, as ] ſhall 
confine myſelf to thoſe words only to 
which they have invited me to give a par- 
ticular attention to, as proofs of the 
genius, and ſpecimens , of the excellency 
and perfection of this ideal language. 

MR Moody points out to me the pecu- 
liar ſagacity of Mr H. in diſcovering the 
one ruling or leading idea of the Hebrew 
word 127. For it is one of thoſe ideas 
that we cannot in other languages ex- 
* preſs by one word, becauſe the formers 
* of other tongues had little or no regard 

| cc to 
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« to ideas when they framed thoſe lan- 
«© guages; ſo that the idea muſt be explain- 
« ed by circumlocution, and the Hebrew 
« word muſt be tranſlated by different 
« words in different places.” p. 102. And 
« the original idea being preſerved 127 
« may be tranſlated occaſionally the 
« Adytum, Logos, a wilderneſs, an ape, 
an inſect, a plague, a word, precept, 
« inſtitution, or matter.” p. 103. 

Now under what idea ſhall we range 
ſo great a variety of things, that they may 
all come under jt, or at leaſt ſome way 
participate in it? Why this may be effect- 
ed, (and is only to be effected) by com- 
bining the two abſtract ideas of concealment 
and manifeſtation, (which are the eight 
and ninth inſtances of Tranſcendental 
relations of actions fimple, in Wilkins's Real 
Character) ſome way into one complex 
idea; whereby it may be applied, to any 
thing that zs xt ny" and 7s to be manifeſt- 
ed. Which idea, as it is combined of two 
oppoſite ideas, cannot in any other language 
be expreſſed otherwiſe than by circum- 
locution, though one word in Hebrew gives 
it intirely, wound as Mr Moody tells us, 
P. 102, 
9 
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« 427 expreſſes any thing that is 
« ſecret, and is to be manifeſted to the Jenſ 
* of hearing, ſceing, and feeling.” | 

BvT though this idea is extenſive e- 
nough, and may rule in a great number of 
words, yet in Mr Moody's application of it * 
to the ſeveral things above-mentioned 
for which A is uſed, he makes it much 
more ſo. For he applies and explains it 
in ſuch manner, as to take in whatever 
<was @ ſecret but is manife Med, as well as 
4 ſecret to be manifeſted, vis. Every thing 
that was unknown and is knoten, as well 
as every thing that 4s unknown and will be 
fnown, i. e. Every thing knowable. And 

under 


WN So a ſecret to be revealed — a myſtery to be 
** manifeſted a place or houſe wherein were things 
* hidden, kept ſecret, which were to be revealed, as the 
Holy of Holies, which was wvailed, till the vail was rent 
upon Chriſt's realizing the types and typical aRions.—So 
« a tract of land unknown, afterwards to be inhabited, 
ag each of theſe vaſt wilderneſſes were, Creatures, 
* natives of a place unknown, brought from thence and 
* hrewed, as Apes, &c. fetched from the land of Ar 
Some ſmall flying inſect inviſible to ſenſe, till it fly 
« into the eye, and offend it, ſo make it ſenſible of its 
being ——A plague which acts inviſibly, and not to be 
« 9 but by its effects or ſymptoms, pain and death. 
So a word, or Sc. which is the ſecret of the heart 
i or mind till it be ſpoken or revealed.” p. 102, 48 
103, 
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under this radical idea what may not be 

ranged? | a 
I ALWAYS thought that when Mr 
H. ſpoke of one ruling or leading idea 
« running through every root, which it re- 
* tains in part in every one of ats derivatives 
* or branches” (ſee Mr Moody p. 102.) he 
meant it of ſome ſimple idea, or ſome idea 
taken immediately from objects of the 
ſenſes. * And that this radical idea 
running through the derivatives, or various 
branches from the ſame root, would be 
ſubject on courſe to various combinations, 
in which nevertheleſs it would maintain 
ſome appearance of itſelf, and would never 
| e 


* As when he tells us, Vol. III. 2. 149. that IN", the 
Hawk, is the root for F:/ion. 

MD the Spider, from her art in weaving, becomes a root 
for that ſcience, : 

Wy the Meth, is the root for corroding things. 

5 Ne the Worm, which fo ſtrangely eats wood, though 
not found in Scripture, is the root for eating. - | 

Xp the Partridge, the original of the root XP to call. 
Vol. VII. p. 283, | | 

So De goings, eps, the radical idea of NWN Blefings. 
And , the hand the original idea of power; &c. For fays 
Mr H. The Hebrew language is founded upon, and is 


"a copy of, the ideas or images of things. Vol, IV. ; 


þ. 222, © The uſage of the ſame word for the original 
and the image, ſhews that there is the ſame idea though 
ia a different degree in each.“ Vol. V. þ 30. 
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be quite out of ſight. But if the radical 
idea itſelf may be a combination of ideas, 
as in the inſtance now before us, where- 
of a part only may be communicated to 
one derivative, and part to another, it can 
anſwer no end, as I conceive, in an ideal 
language, but a bad one, viz. making, or 
increaſing, confuſion. 

Bu T however that may be, one con- 
ſequence has already appeared from too 
great a preſumption of the certainty and 
importance of this radical idea, which 
deſerves to be taken notice of. Mr H. 
whatever opinion he might have of his 
diſcovery of the ruling idea of , yet 
never took upon himſelf, as far as I can 
find, to make the Scriptures vouch for 


it, by changing the tranſlation of the verb 
127 where it hath always been underſtood 


to ſignify Joquor, (to ſpeak) into manifeft 
the ſecret. Yet this done and more than 


once in the laſt edition of his Works, viz. 
In Glory and Gravity, p. 120. Rem. on the 
Ob/. p. 385. Mr Bate can give the beſt 
account of this, and alſo of other words, 


whoſe verſion is altered in this edition from 


what it was in Mr H.'s own edition. And 
as this 1 is a remarkable inſtance of the li- 
berties 
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berties taken with Mr H.'s Works, in 

rendering the Latin tranſlation he made 

uſe of into Engliſh, I ſhall cite the verſe 

intire, as given firſt by Mr H. himſelf, 
and then as given by the hand that made 

his Latin quotations Engliſh. 

In his own edition, 1733, of Glory 
and Gravity, p. 112. He had given the 
text thus from the interlineary verſion. 

«Qvu1s iſte veniens de Edom, rube- 
« factus veſtes de Bozrah, & decoratus 
« in ſtola ſua, feſtinus in 20 multitudine 
« potentiæ ſuz? Ego /oquens in juſtitia, 
« 27 magnus ad ſervandum.“ 

Bor in the edition of his Works in 
in 1749, Glory and Gravity, p. 120. 
The Engliſh verſion is made to run thus. 

„ Wnuo is this that cometh MN 
“in humane nature, with dyed garaments 
« from the vintage ; This that is glorious 
in his apparel, @ taker of captives, by 
the Great one, his ſtrength ? I that ma- 
« nifeſt the fort (myſtery) in righteouſneſs, 
«a Great one to ſave.” 

H E R E are five alterations of the verſion 
in five lines. And the firſt of them (vi. 
In human nature inſtead of from Edom) 
Mr Bate has fince changed; for in his 


diſpute 
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diſpute with me about Beritb p. 114; 
de has got a new interpretation of it, vi. 
« Who is this that cometh CYAN died 
© with blood or blood colour ? ** Probably 
he now takes it for a purt. paſive. But 
there is no participle with the H before the 
firſt radical, and the 1 before the laſt, 
Some nouns there are. But I believe not 
adjeftives, _ 

"The verſion of dyꝝy (for which Mr H. 
had uſed fe/tinus) by a taker of captives 
is more exculable, [ror Mr H. had 
made this alteration himſelf in his citation 
of the text in his own edition of his Re- 
_ marks, &c. p. 120. which he wrote after 
he had publiſhed Ghry and Gravity. 
But he lets Edom and Bozrah ſtand as 
they did in his firſt citation of the text in 
Glory and Gravity : and in his ſecond 
citation of it in his Data, Vol. I. p. 231. 
Nor doth it appear that he ever changed 
his mind, (but this Mr Bate beſt nent 
as to the meaning of theſe two words in 
the text. Certain it is, that in the ſecond 
part of his Data, p. 271. he ſpeaks more 
particularly of theſe two words, of the one 
as a kingdom, of the other as a place. And 


he 12 0 this very text as a proof of their 
being 
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being ſo. Therefore humane nature and 
vintage, inſtead of the proper names Edom 
and Buxrab, come not from the author, 
but from ſome other hand. 

Ur oN which I beg leave to obſerve 
the conſequences of rendering Scripture 
by ruling ideas. For if this practice be 
carried further, as all or moſt of the proper 
names of perſons and places are taken from 
ſome circumſtance of action, or office, 
&c. we ſhall ſcarce be able to diſtinguiſh 
the proper names from the appellatives. 
And if N locutus eff, which is a word of 
the moſt common. uſe in the language, 
may be rendered, from its ſuppoſed ruling 
idea, by mantfeſting the ſecret, or the 
myſtery ; every perſon who thinks he has 
diſcovered the radical . idea of any word 
(i. e. ſuch an idea as will make the diffe- 
rent ſenſes of that word, or of the deriva- 
tives from it, appear in ſome ſort recon- 
cilable with each other) may give it as 
the true and juſt interpretation of that 
word, whenever he thinks fit to do ſo. 
Which will make this ideal language fo 
uncertain in its interpretations, that it 
may be made to ſpeak whatever ſuch a 
perſon has a mind it ſhould. . 

MR 
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M Aboab likewiſe is ſo good as to vive 
me ſome inſtructions about radical ideas. 

IN a note, at p. 80. of the D:ſſertations, 
after citing a paſſage from Mr H. where- 
in he recommends Mr Gouſſet s method, 
1 happened to ſay, that it was ungene- 
rous in Gouſſet, not to acquaint the learned 
world how this art of examining each word 
by the uſage in itſelf, without dependance 
on any verſions, old or new, might be at- 
tained to. Mr Aboab therefore perceiving 
that I © have no idea of this method, that 
« he may give me ſome conception of it, pro- 
*© poſes a ſhort plan with an inſtance, how 
4 to uſe it.“ viz. © When I would be 
te certain of the true meaning of a word, 
ce by the help of a Concordance to examine 
„all the places where it is uſed, and to 
compare the ſeveral paſſages together 
e where the word is found, that by obſer- 
« ving the property, Sc. wherein all the 
* objects to which it is applied agree, I may 
ce diſcover ſuch a leading ſenſe or idea as 
* correſponds with a// the nde of the 
< Bible.” p. 36. 

TIT is true I may find out a leading 
ſenſe, or ſome general abſtract idea, as 
— Inſtrument or amen — 

| Congruily 
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Congruty —Pofition, —Secretion, and the 
like, that ſhall correſpond with moſt of 
the inſtances of any word in the Bible; 
or if I cannot find one idea that will anſwer 
my end, I can, at leaſt, find two that will 
do it, which being combined, or laid to- 
gether, may paſs as one, though they mult 


be expreſſed in other languages by cir- 
cumlocution. 


BuT now the queſtion with me 1s, 


how I rayſelf ſhall know, or be able to 
ſatisfy any other perſon, that I have by 


this means hit upon the true leading idea? 


The correſpondence of it with all the in- 
ſtances of the word will be no evidence 
to me, or them, of the certainty of the 
diſcovery, becauſe another man may find 
another leading ſenſe that will do as well, 
and a third may tell us of 4 third leading 


idea which, he ſays, is preferable to both 


the former. And this is not a mere ſup- | 


poſition, it is matter of fact as my oppo- 
nents very well know. | 
Bo r to come to Mr Aboab's example of 
the uſe and benefit of the method propoſed. 
F o x inſtance (ſays he) the root & 
* hath been thought by the Concordance 
makers, Lexicographers, Tranſlators, and 


Part III. 8 . Para- 
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(as Mr Aboab himſelf explains it) is to 
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% Paraphraſts, Ancients and Moderns, to 
te have been three different ideas, namely 
ce to heal, @ giant, and à dead may. 
«© Whereas all thoſe three which they call 
different ideas, are only different ſubjects, 
e and its primitive and original idea is but 
© one.” p. 36. 
Now I do not know a more proper 
inſtance to make the experiment upon. 
For the ideas of healing, a giant, and a 
dead man, conveyed by this word, are as 
different as one would defire for a ſample 
to try Mr Aboab's and Mr Goruſſet's method 
by. 
"a THe original idea then is but one, 
te which is to reſtitute, reinſtate, or put a 
&« thing in ſtatu quo. ibid. 
BurT I queſtion whether this will do, 
becauſe it is a part of the idea of Poſition, 
which Mr Aboab has appropriated to an- 
other root. And I am already taught by 
my other inſtructor Mr Moody, that © each 
« root has only one idea or image, and 
te that there are no two roots for one and 
ce the fame image or idea.” p. 16. Now 
to give RD the radical idea of reſtttuere, 
which is the idea of ponere in flatu quo, 


make 
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1 
make it interfere with the radical idea of 
be, which takes in and comprehends 41/0 


kinds of pofition: See Mr Aboab, p. 39. 
&c. 

LET us ſuppoſe however for the pre- 
ſent, that putting in flatu quo is to be ex- 
cepted out of the general idea of po/itron ; 


and let us try the leading ſenſe of x97 
upon this conceſſion. Then indeed the 


idea of healing will be properly conveyed 
by this word in all thoſe inſtances given 
by Mr Aboab, © as in Gen: xx. 17. ND 
N then the Elohim healed Abimelech, &c. 
ce properly reſtituted Abimelech to his former 
e ſtate of health.“ p. 36. And Phyſicians 
will be properly called Repharm as reſtorers 
to health in his ſecond inſtance, 2 Chron. 
xvi. 12. And rebuilding the broken al- 
ter, expreſſed by 897, 1 Kings xviii. 30. 
(which is his third inſtance) will come 
juſtly enough under the ſame idea of 
reſiitution. But the uſage of the word in 
the fourth inſtance produced by Mr Aboab, 
dig. 2 Kings ii. 21, 22. where Eliſbab 
healed the waters of Jericho, will not I 
preſume correſpond with his leading ſenſe 
or idea, For thoſe waters were not reſ- 
tituted, reinſtated, or put into the condition 
8 2 in 
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in which they had formerly been, (for 
they were by nature naught S, as the 
land was alſo naturally barren) but were 
changed, and put into a ſtate of ſweetneſs 
and ſalubrity, in which they had never 
been before. When that which is by 
nature imperfect or deficient, is made while 
or intire, or that which is in itſelf /f 


ul and unwholeſome is made agreeable and 


ſalubrious, it may perhaps come under 
Mr Bate's radical idea of yaw full, con- 


pleat, perfect, ſufficient, but it hath nothing 
to do with Mr Aboab's idea of reinſtating, 
or putting in ſtatu quo. The waters of 


Jericho were cured D in a ſenſe of heal- 


ing, like that of the man lame from his 


his mother's womb, Ads iii. 2. and 


xiv. 8. And the man born blind, John ix. 
who were not reſtituted to their former 
condition, but put into a new one. 


NEITHER will the ſecond application 


of the word to Giants be eaſily reconciled 


to this primary idea, Mr Aboab attempts 
to ſhew the correſpondence, by obſerving 
that the Rephaim in Gen. xv. 20. © were 


(called fo, either becauſe they recovered 


« their firſt and original fituation and 


© country called Haſhteroth Karnaim, many 
| ; cc 
« years 
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 « years after their fore-fathers were driven 
« away from it by Chedorlahomer and his 
e confederate kings, Gen. xiv. 5. for we 
« find they were again drove away by the 
« Hamonites, Deut. ii. 20, 21. Or be- 
« cauſe they were large in ſtature, perhaps 
« like the Antediluvians. p. 37. But J 
doubt neither of theſe accounts will be 
ſufficient for the purpoſe. 

For as to the former, this nation was 
called Rephaim when Chedorlahomer with his 
confederate kings ſmote them in Aferoth 
Karnaim, (ſee Gen. xiv. 5.) before they 
were driven from thence, and long before 
they recovered their country after having 
been driven out; (if they really were diſ- 
poſſeſſed of it by Chedorlahomer, which does 
not appear) ſo that there is no pretence 
for denominating them from an action 
which they performed after the name was 
given them, unleſs it be ſuppoſed to have 
been given them by Moſes by way of 
Prolepfis : which Mr Aboab will ſcarce 
allow, from the conſequences that ſuch 
a conceſſion will have upon Mr H—'s 


conſtruction of words of greater * 
tance than this 1 is. | 


8 3 No 
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No is the other account more ſatif. 
factory, viz. becauſe they were large in 
ature perhaps like the Antediluvians ; for 
were they really, and without a perhaps, 
as large as the Antediluvians, yet they 
were not reinſtated in a condition they 
had been deprived of, or did not recover 
a ſtature that they had off. 

AND then as for the third ſubje& for 
which Mr Aboab ſays this root was uſed, 
viz. 4 dead carcaſe, as in Pſal. lxxxviii, 11. 
“Shall oN the dead carcaſſes ariſe ? &c. 
called ſo becauſe they are reſtituted to 
« their firſt bein g or primitive matter the 
« duſt, as Gen. iii. 19. Until thou return 
« unto the mould from whence thou waſt 
« taken, becauſe thou art duſt, and unto duſt 
e thou ſhalt return. ' ibid. Had this word 
been uſed for dead bodies, raiſed again to 
hfe, ſuch a reſtitution might have been 
eaſily admitted under the idea. But how 
the total deſtruction or diſſolution of the 
animal body can be conceived as a re- 
ſtoration to its priſtine ſtate, may require 
ſome further explanation. To reſolue any 
thing 1 into its firſt principles, ſeems to be a 
quite different idea from that of reinſtating 


it in a condition from which it had fallen : 
for 
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for the one is to deſtroy a ſyſtem, the 
other is t cure and reſtore it: Senſes quite 
oppoſite, which I am told by Mr Bate 
no Hebrew word ever carries, for, ſays 
he, if the words of the Holy Spirit © have 
« not always the ſame but often very diffe- 
rent, and ſome times quite contrary mean- 
ingo, there can be no certainty or preſpi- 
« cuity in the writing.” Pp. 109. And let 
Mr Aboab conſider with himſelf, whe- 
ther it will not follow from his radical 
ſenſe of R&D, that they who deſtroy mens 
lives, and bring them to the duſt of the 
grave, are as properly EX97 Phyſicians, 
conſidered as rein/tators, as they who re- 
ſtore them to ſtrength and ſanity. And 
that he who deſtroyed the Altar of the 
Lord, 1 Kings xviii. 3. did as properly 
XD") reſtztute it, or put it into its firſt con- 
dition of unformed materials, as Eliſbab 
did by rebuilding it. 

AND „ this is the plan and method 
(ſays Mr Aboab) „ that I would recom- 
* mend to our Author” (viz. myſelf ) 
*and do humbly adviſe him to ſtudy 
* it, and not call it, in Italics, a new me- 
** thad ; though whether it be new or old 

8 4 is 
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« is not the point, but whether it be juſt 
« and uſeful.” p. 38. 
I ouGHT to kh Mr Aboab for his 
advice, and theſe aſſiſtances kindly of. 
fered me. But it is my misfortune not 
to be able to profit by them. When 
this New Method ſhall appear to be juſt 
and uſeful, it will want nothing more to 
recommend it: its being New will be no 
longer an objection. But till ſuch time 
as its propriety 'and uſefulneſs ſhall be 
manifeſted by more inſtances, and more 
pertinent ones than thoſe he has given 
me, 1 hope there is no great harm in 
ſaying that I think the Old is better: And 
that I conceive from the few examples 
given of this New Method, that it opens 
a door to endleſs conjectures about the 
proper ruling idea of any root: And that 
theſe conjectures will, for the moſt part, 
neceſſarily fall upon ſome general abſtrat- 
ed idea, as that idea is to extend to all 
the ſenſes of pariliteral words, which 
ſenſes are ſometimes many, and ſcarcely 
reconcilable with each other. 


Tur primary idea of any word, which 
is that of the root, ſhould be, one would 
think, ſomething Simple, natural, eaſily 


taken 
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taken and apprehended by all human 
minds. Whereas thoſe which are offer- 
ed us (I ſpeak from experience, having 
examined all thoſe which have been of- 
fered in this controverſy, and I need go 
no further to juſtify me in what I ſpeak) 
thoſe that are offered us as the ruling or 
leading ſenſes of MR, MMA, vate, , 


and $97, cannot be formed but by 


ab- 


ſtraction, nor expreſſed as they are ap- 


plied to particular words without a 


para- 


phraſe; and muſt, from the nature of the 
method preſcribed, prove, in many caſes, 
nothing more than a combination of ideas, 
collected and included in ſome common 
term of language: Which term ſhall be 
as multiplex, and as extenſive in its ſig- 
nification, as the various uſes of the 
words under the ſame root are found 


to be. 


AND if I am already ſo vague and 
looſe in my interpretations of Hebrew 


words as I am repreſented to be, (Mr Hol- 
loway, p. 4, 5. Mr Abdab, p. 6, 7.) in- 
to what endleſs mazes of doubt. and un- 
certainty ſhall I be thrown, if I ſhould 
purſue Mr Goufſet's new Method, 
ſhould happen to do it with no better 

| ſuccels 


and 
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ſucceſs than Mr Aboab and Mr Mog,, 
(who have already tried it) have met with 
from their labours, 

NE1THER do I apprehend that either 
of them, as yet, have penetrated into the 
recondite ſources of the ideal method. 
Mr Holloway ſays, p. 4. that every 


te word, yea every title, of the Divine 


* Books has its fixed and determinate fig- 
te nification and uſe.” And there was a 
work publiſhed about forty years ago, 
which alarmed the learned in Hebrew, 
in which the Author grounds his ſcheme 
of interpreting . that language on the 
powers and ſignifications of the letters, 
This was tracing ideas to their Originals 
in the ſtricteſt ſenſe: It was delving even 
below the roots in ſearch for radical ſen- 
ſes. I never could meet with the book 
itſelf, but there is a ſhort abſtract of it 
in the Leipſic As for the year 1713. It 
was intitled Clavis Domus Heber, by Caſ- 
far Neuman. And fo far as I can judge 
from the poſitions extracted from it, the 
Author ſtruck into this New Road, not 
only as early as Mr H. but with greater 
effet. & denotes, according to Mr Neu- 
man, activity and mation, à denotes mat- 
| 8 ter 
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ter and ſpace. q in the verbal fenfe de- 
notes flexion in motion, and in the nomi- 
nal ſenſe flexions of matter, and ſo an, 
He reckons the moſt fmple roots to be the 
biliteral (as Mr Holloway alſo doth) and 
next the triliteral, and then ſuch as have 
ſtill more letters. And one uſe of the 
ſerviles 18 (the ſame that Mr Moody aſ- 
cribes to them) to make ſome alteration 
in, or variation from the idea or 
given by the combined Radicals, 

WuaAr opinion the world conceived 
of this work I am not able to ſay. But 
had the ſcheme been approved, or had 
it promiſed any thing ſatisfactory, we had 
probably raed more about it, and it 
would have found, even in our own 
country, ſome Patrons, as Mr Gouſſet's 
Method has done. 


SECT. 


SE CT. XVIII. 


ND now I take leave of my Op- 


ponents, with an Apology for any 
omiſſions they may think I have made, in 
not replying expreſſly to every thing that 
every one of them hath thought fit to fay 
upon theſe ſubjects. The material Points 
in each of their Treatiſes have been 
thoroughly confidered, ſo far as they 
ſeemed to affect the Argument, or Me- 


thod of Reaſoning in my late Diſertations. 


But I could not apprehend it neceſſary, to 
make a particular defence of every paſ- 
ſage or expreſſion in them, which my 
Opponents have either miſtaken, or choſen 
to diſguiſe, or repreſent otherwiſe than 1 
intended. Two or three there are of 
theſe, ou which they have borne ſo 

unrea- 
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unreaſonably hard, that I could not for- 
bear ſaying ſomething on my own be- 
half, But much the greateſt part of 
them I have left to their own ſupport, 
being perſuaded that they ſtand in need 
of no other vindication, than a Review of 
them with the Context where they are 
found, by the impartial Reader. And 
were I to have gone into a ſpecial expla- 
nation of them all, I muſt have wrote, 
at leaſt, as much to ſet my meaning right, 
as Mr Bate and Mr Moody have done to 
ſet it wrong: which would have been 
infinitely tedious to the Reader, who is 
concerned with the argument alone, and 
not with our perſonal altercations. | 
I nave likewiſe avoided, as much as 
I could, replying to what Mr Kalmar had 
before ſpoke to, though in a few in- 
ſtances I have expreſſed his Arguments 
more fully and clearly, and have added 
ſomething to ſtrengthen them. 
» I HAvE indeed intirely paſſed over a 
great part of the Chriſtian Plan, as not at 
all affecting my Diſſertations. , For how- - 
ever the learned Author mi ight have them 
principally in his view, yet excepting in 
the paſſages above quoted (and I hope 
fully 
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— , 5 
fully anſwered) he keeps at fo preat 4 
diſtance from the particular Argument in 
which I was engaged, and on which 1 
laid the main ſtreſs, that I cannot ſ uppoſe 
myſelf to lie under any obligation to make 
a further reply to him than what I have 
already given. If his copious remarks 

Elobim, his profeſſed ſubject, and 
his occaſional obſervations on Berith, were 


really deſigned to correct my faults, and 
penned chiefly for my inſtruction, I ac- 
cept them from be Author as an intended 


favour. And though Iam not fo happy 
as to reap any advantage from them my- 
ſelf, yet perhaps his other Readers may; 
whoſe ſatisfaction in the truth, wherever 
it appears to lie, is as much my defire; 
as it is the deſire of this worthy Gentle- 
man. | i 

Tur Reader will make his own con- 
cluſions from what has been ſaid on all 
ſides. And he will probably judge that 7h! 
Diſcords among Mr H.'s Advocates in ſom? 
points, and the apparent want of Harmony 


with each other in moſt points, yield but 


an unfavourable aſpect to the Cauſe they 


have undertaken. E 


2 3 
Ir 
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Ir is not a little remarkable that where 
in any of them differs from me, he dif- 
fers from one or other of his Brethren 
engaged on the fame fide of the Queſtion, 
if not alſo from Mr H. himſelf, the fa- 
ther of the conſtructions they profeſs to 
eſpouſe : To whom, though they pay due 
homage occaſionally, by applauding his 
ſkill and judgment, yet their veneration 
for him ſeems not to be accompanied with 
a ſuitable regard in adhering to his con- 
cluſions. For they can take the liberty of 
waving what he inſiſted upon as certain, 
if it will ſerve them better in upholding 
a conteſt with me. And if they favour 
me, as they ſometimes do, with a con- 
ceſſion, it is, generally ſpeaking, at his 
expence. —— Thus for inſtance, by al- 
lowing that the Scripture & doth on 
any occaſion bear the ſenſe of aqjuring, 
they diſavow his abſolute claims of that 
word in the ſenſe of fwearing, and very 
much weaken the beſt proofs he had for 
his Etymology of ch. So likewiſe by 
permitting FA to ſtand af any time for 
Covenant, (which they do in civil treat- 
ment of my arguments) they depart 
from what he laid down as 4 Law, viz. 
that 
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that © Berith is not @ Covenant.” And 
further by having recourſe to radical ideas 
and primary ſenſes, under pretence of re. 
conciling us by that means to his con- 
ſtructions, ſome of them have made ſecon- 
dary ſenſes of what he gave as the pri- 
mary; and by diſagreeing among them- 
ſelves about the primary, have placed both 
the primary and ſecondary, both their own 
and his ſenſes of the words in a till far- 
ther remove from certainty or ſatisfaction : 
And have at length by their diſcordant 
explanations and exemplifications of his 
rules, brought into queſtion among them- 
ſelves what he never ſeemed to make any 
doubt of. So that although he hoped (as 
he ſaid, Introd. to Moſ. fine Princ. p. 20.) 
« he ſhould ſo fix ideas to ſome words, 
ce that no other words would be able to 
© ſeparate them,” yet he would have 
found himſelf, had he lived to this time, 
diſappointed of his hopes, even from a 
quarter from whence he might the leaſt 
have expected ſuch a diſappointment, In 
a word, they ſeem in good meaſure to 
have dropped him and his opinions, that 
they might the more 1 oppoſe 

4 me, 
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me, and open an eaſier way into their own 
different ſchemes of interpretation. 

Is the mean time my Diſſertations that 
have been ſo much complained of, remain 
juſt as concluſive againſt Mr Hes and Mr 
C's poſitions, to. which alone they had 
reſpect, as they were before theſe Gentle- | 
men interpoſed to put a new face upon 
the cauſe. And as what they have now 
projected i in defence of it ſeems to have 
taken its riſe, and owe its birth, intirely 
to the cloſe diſcuſſion of Mr H.'s con- 
ſtructions in my Diſcourſes, and had not 
probably been otherwiſe heard of; ſo 

it hath fully effected all that I aimed at, in 
what I drew up upon thoſe two words 
Elohim and Berith, and hath at laſt made 
good my Charge, in the full extent of it, viz, 
that Mr H.'s Interpretation and Etymology 
of thoſe two words, however repreſented 
as indiſputable, ſtand at belt e on a very pre- 
carious foun : 

Ax p ag ny: 13 2 alſo taught 
us experirgentally, by the extreamly lax 
ſenſes they gv Hebrew words in gene- 
ral, con che notion of one idea in all the 
branches from each root) that no additio- 
nal certainty of interpretation can be pro- 

PART III. Wy cured 
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cured by their method; —ſo I am apt to 


think, that my Reader, though perhaps he 
may not fully agree with me in every thing 
I have offered, will yet ſee a general reaſon 
wþon the whole, to acquieſce in the ancient 
manner of inveſtigating roots and tranſ}a. 
ting them; and will not be tempted to lay 
the ſtreſs of the moſt important doctrines, 


as theſe Gentlemen do, on ſuch novel and 


doubtful criticiſms. 


THE END. 


